




   

     
  
       

       
   

     
   

 
 

  
 

  
        

           
  

  
  

       
     
        

  
      

     
        

       
 

    
     

   
    
     

    
    
   

        
          

      

            



  

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 

  
Download 

NLRB 
Mobile App 

REGION 32 
1301 Clay St Ste 300N 
Oakland, CA 94612-5224 

Agency Website: www.nlrb.gov 
Telephone: (510)637-3300 
Fax: (510)637-3315 

November 23, 2015 

JENN BLACKSTONE, SENIOR COUNSEL 
GOOGLE, INC. 
1600 AMPHITHEATRE PKWY 
MOUNTAIN VIEW, CA 94043-1351 
 

Re: Google, Inc. 
 Case 32-CA-164766 
 

Dear Ms. Blackstone: 

Enclosed is a copy of a charge that has been filed in this case.  This letter tells you how to 
contact the Board agent who will be investigating the charge, explains your right to be 
represented, discusses presenting your evidence, and provides a brief explanation of our 
procedures, including how to submit documents to the NLRB. 

Investigator:  This charge is being investigated by Field Examiner Alexander M. Hajduk 
whose telephone number is (510)637-3271.  If this Board agent is not available, you may contact 
Deputy Regional Attorney Jeffrey L. Henze whose telephone number is (510)637-3285. 

Right to Representation:  You have the right to be represented by an attorney or other 
representative in any proceeding before us.  If you choose to be represented, your representative 
must notify us in writing of this fact as soon as possible by completing Form NLRB-4701, 
Notice of Appearance.  This form is available on our website, www.nlrb.gov, or from an NLRB 
office upon your request. 

If you are contacted by someone about representing you in this case, please be assured 
that no organization or person seeking your business has any "inside knowledge" or favored 
relationship with the National Labor Relations Board.  Their knowledge regarding this 
proceeding was only obtained through access to information that must be made available to any 
member of the public under the Freedom of Information Act. 

Presentation of Your Evidence:  We seek prompt resolutions of labor disputes.  
Therefore, I urge you or your representative to submit a complete written account of the facts 
and a statement of your position with respect to the allegations set forth in the charge as soon as 
possible.  If the Board agent later asks for more evidence, I strongly urge you or your 
representative to cooperate fully by promptly presenting all evidence relevant to the 
investigation.  In this way, the case can be fully investigated more quickly. 

Full and complete cooperation includes providing witnesses to give sworn affidavits to a 
Board agent, and providing all relevant documentary evidence requested by the Board agent.  
Sending us your written account of the facts and a statement of your position is not enough to be 
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considered full and complete cooperation.  A refusal to fully cooperate during the investigation 
might cause a case to be litigated unnecessarily.  

In addition, either you or your representative must complete the enclosed Commerce 
Questionnaire to enable us to determine whether the NLRB has jurisdiction over this dispute.  If 
you recently submitted this information in another case, or if you need assistance completing the 
form, please contact the Board agent. 

We will not honor any request to place limitations on our use of position statements or 
evidence beyond those prescribed by the Freedom of Information Act and the Federal Records 
Act.  Thus, we will not honor any claim of confidentiality except as provided by Exemption 4 of 
FOIA, 5 U.S.C. Sec. 552(b)(4), and any material you submit may be introduced as evidence at 
any hearing before an administrative law judge.  We are also required by the Federal Records 
Act to keep copies of documents gathered in our investigation for some years after a case closes.  
Further, the Freedom of Information Act may require that we disclose such records in closed 
cases upon request, unless there is an applicable exemption.  Examples of those exemptions are 
those that protect confidential financial information or personal privacy interests. 

Procedures:  We strongly urge everyone to submit all documents and other materials by 
E-Filing (not e-mailing) through our website, www.nlrb.gov.  However, the Agency will 
continue to accept timely filed paper documents.  Please include the case name and number 
indicated above on all your correspondence regarding the charge.  

Information about the Agency, the procedures we follow in unfair labor practice cases 
and our customer service standards is available on our website, www.nlrb.gov or from an NLRB 
office upon your request.  NLRB Form 4541 offers information that is helpful to parties involved 
in an investigation of an unfair labor practice charge. 

We can provide assistance for persons with limited English proficiency or disability.  
Please let us know if you or any of your witnesses would like such assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

  
George Velastegui 
Regional Director 
 

Enclosures: 
1. Copy of Charge  
2. Commerce Questionnaire  





 

 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
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AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE OF CHARGE AGAINST EMPLOYER  
 
I, the undersigned employee of the National Labor Relations Board, state under oath that on 
November 23, 2015, I served the above-entitled document(s) by post-paid regular mail upon the 
following persons, addressed to them at the following addresses: 

JENN BLACKSTONE, SENIOR COUNSEL 
GOOGLE, INC. 
1600 AMPHITHEATRE PKWY 
MOUNTAIN VIEW, CA 94043-1351 

 
 

 
November 23, 2015  Giusseppe Dizon, Designated Agent of 

NLRB 
Date  Name 

 
 

  /s/ Giusseppe Dizon 
  Signature 
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to accept timely filed paper documents.  Please include the case name and number indicated 
above on all your correspondence regarding the charge.   

Information about the Agency, the procedures we follow in unfair labor practice cases 
and our customer service standards is available on our website www.nlrb.gov or from the 
Regional Office upon your request.  NLRB Form 4541, Investigative Procedures offers 
information that is helpful to parties involved in an investigation of an unfair labor practice 
charge. 

We can provide assistance for persons with limited English proficiency or disability.  
Please let us know if you or any of your witnesses would like such assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

  
George Velastegui 
Regional Director 



From:
To: Hajduk, Alexander M.
Subject: Re: Follow up from our conversation concerning charge against Google, Inc., 32-CA-164766
Date: Tuesday, November 24, 2015 3:41:38 PM
Attachments: NLRB-charge-final.pdf

NLRB-charge-timeline.docx
loveletters.pdf

Sure thing.  Please see attached.

(FWIW, they're not "supposed" to snoop on our personal gmail accounts,
and I haven't been storing anything sensitive there.)

On Tue, Nov 24, 2015 at 12:21 PM, Hajduk, Alexander M.
<Alexander.Hajduk@nlrb.gov> wrote:
> Hello ,
>
> I think in this situation, since the charge is against Google, it'd be prudent (at least for the sake of appearances) to
just send the attachments directly rather than using the Google Docs system.  As a practical matter, even if the
Employer weren’t Google, our electronic case handling system doesn’t work too well with documents that aren’t
individually attached and separately uploaded.  I had this issue come up recently in a different case and the
dropbox/ZIP file nearly crashed our system, which I can only assume is due to the fact that our system is being held
together with duct tape and bailing wire.
>
> In any event, just email me the attachments individually and I'll take care of uploading them into the official case
file.
>
> Thanks for your help with this.
>
> -Alex Hajduk
> NLRB
>
> -----Original Message-----
> From:  [mailto ]
> Sent: Tuesday, November 24, 2015 11:18 AM
> To: Hajduk, Alexander M. <Alexander.Hajduk@nlrb.gov>
> Subject: Re: Follow up from our conversation concerning charge against Google, Inc., 32-CA-164766
>
> Hi Alex,
>
> I sent you a link to the requested information on Google Docs, as that is where my colleagues and I have been
editing/sharing/reviewing items relevant to our case.  You may need to register your @nlrb.gov email address using
this form:
>
> https://accounts.google.com/signupwithoutgmail?hl=en
>
> If that's too much trouble, let me know and I'll just send them as an email attachment.
>
> As for the documents:
>
> NLRB-charge-timeline has a high-level description of the alleged NLRA violation, a writeup on the specific
workplace issues we're trying to resolve through PCA, and a timeline with specific examples that demonstrate the
"concertedness" of the PCA.
>
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> loveletters.pdf contains my warning letter, my lawyer's complaint about it, and the Google lawyer's rebuttal.
>
> NLRB-charge-final is a scanned copy of the 501 form that I filled out with Jennifer Kaufman yesterday.  I mailed
this document to Google, certified with return receipt requested, this morning.
>
> Thanks!
>
>
> On Tue, Nov 24, 2015 at 10:40 AM, Hajduk, Alexander M.
> <Alexander.Hajduk@nlrb.gov> wrote:
>> Hello again ,
>>
>>
>>
>> I wanted to thank you for our conversation this morning and the
>> preliminary details about your charge.  As we discussed, I have
>> penciled you in for your affidavit appointment on December 4, 2015,
>> starting at 11 am.  We are located in the Oakland Federal Building at
>> 1301 Clay Street, Room 300N, Oakland, CA 94612.  Since you’ll be
>> driving up from Mountain View, I should let you know that there is
>> street parking around the federal building (though this is often hit
>> or miss) as well as several private parking lots, including one on MLK
>> Jr. Way (which is where most folks park).  The caveat with that is
>> while the Agency doesn’t validate that parking garage will accept validations if you purchase something from
one of the nearby cafes.
>> Regarding the building itself, we’re in the North Tower on the third
>> floor, but I should mention that since we’re in a federal building the
>> security will be airport-level intense, so prepare for that.
>>
>>
>>
>> All that having been said, please feel free to email me at this
>> address or call me at my office number below if you have any questions
>> or concerns both prior to and after your affidavit.  As we mentioned,
>> you can use this address to send whatever preparatory materials you
>> have in support of your charge, but for any other materials that you
>> have in non-electronic format, please bring those with you on December 4.
>>
>>
>>
>> Otherwise, I look forward to meeting you and thanks again.
>>
>>
>>
>> Alexander M. Hajduk
>>
>> Senior Field Examiner
>>
>> National Labor Relations Board
>>
>> Region 32 – Oakland, CA
>>
>> Office: (510) 637-3271
>>
>> Fax: (510) 637-3315
>>
>>
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Overview 
 
Starting in April 2015, I collaborated with approximately 12 co-workers to protest workplace 
bullying, discrimination, intimidation, and supervisory misconduct at Google.  On 2015-  I 
politely brought up a few of the group’s concerns to  and asked  to 
intervene.  On 2015-  I received a Final Written Warning letter for my 2015-  
complaint. 
 
Problem statement 
 
In early 2015, I noticed a disturbing new trend on Google's internal employee discussion 
forums: individuals who expressed heterodox views on certain political subjects, such as 
"diversity" or "social justice," were frequently singled out for mistreatment at work.  This 
mistreatment typically includes some combination of the following: 
 

● Severe written abuse from colleagues, including name-calling, personal attacks, 
profanity, and defamation. 

● Calls for the person to be fired, accompanied by efforts to carry through by flooding 
Human Resources and the victim's management chain with false, malicious, and 
contrived complaints. 

● Written threats of blacklisting, both from internal transfers within Google and from jobs at 
outside firms. 

● Sabotage of the victim's job performance, by refusing all assignments that involve 
helping or working with the blacklisted individual. 

● Sabotage of the victim's performance appraisals through secret unsolicited negative 
peer feedback. 

● Informal or verbal warnings from HR. 
● Formal written reprimands and threats of termination from HR. 
● Denial of well-deserved promotions. 
● Eventual termination of employment via pretextual PIP. 

 
Employees who stood up in opposition to these tactics have also been subjected to similar 
treatment, even if they refrained from sharing their political views. 
 
It became apparent to me that Google's management encourages and sanctions all of this 
unprofessional and illegal behavior: 
 

● They make no attempts to stop the bullying activity and restore order, for example, by 
leaving a simple "please remember to be respectful at work" comment or by shutting 
down comments on threads that are out of control.  This is true even when VPs, 
managers, and directors are actively participating in the conversation. 

● They refuse to take down disrespectful, hateful, and defamatory posts aimed at 
individual employees, or posts that encourage employees to engage in illegal, 
discriminatory, or retaliatory conduct toward their colleagues.  I have directly petitioned 
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HR and Legal to remove offending posts on multiple occasions, and they have 
steadfastly refused. 

● Google's HR organization routinely brushes off complaints in support of the targeted 
employees, frequently making excuses for workplace bullying and claiming that the 
abusive conduct was acceptable when considering the "context" of the discussion. 

 
Timeline of protected concerted activities 
 
In March 2015, having seen numerous posts stating and implying that these "witch hunts" 
intentionally target persons from my demographic group, I became concerned that I would 
inadvertently be targeted one day just for having a different opinion on something controversial.  
I determined that collective action was the only way to effectively protest this unfair supervisory 
treatment, and I resolved to support my colleagues whenever I saw that their rights were being 
violated. 
 
On 2015-04-22, my first opportunity for concerted activity arose.  On the company's internal 
social network, a colleague posted a few polite, respectful, and sincere comments opposing 
hiring discrimination.   was immediately bombarded with angry, abusive replies.   

 publicly humiliated  and promised the angry mob that  would be seeking 
punishment.  Others threatened to sabotage  performance review and lobbied for  to be 
summarily terminated. 
 
In coordination with this individual, I reached out to HR and pled with them to try to see  side 
of the story.  I asked HR to please do something about the aggressors who were abusing and 
threatening the individual with nasty, profane, racially charged remarks. 
 
On 2015-04-24, I conversed with four other concerned individuals in a discussion thread related 
to the above incident, on the company's internal social network.  We exchanged knowledge and 
opinions on a number of related topics, including: 
 

● The inappropriateness (and increasing frequency) of termination threats based on 
simple political disagreements. 

● Google HR's discriminatory and biased treatment of reported concerns. 
● Techniques that HR uses to unfairly and dishonestly paint the bullying victim as the 

aggressor. 
● Suggestions on gathering evidence for a future labor complaint, and in particular, advice 

to "take lots of screencaps - you'll need them someday." 
● Historical examples of people who were mistreated due to their political or religious 

views, including one case at Google in which somebody suggested punishing 
employees who voted in favor of a controversial California ballot initiative. 

 
On 2015-05-08, another employee wrote an open letter to Google HR and posted it on the 
company's internal social network.   challenged HR's handling of certain employee 
complaints as biased, and provided some examples of official actions that  felt to be unfair.  In 
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the comments thread, we discussed HR's lack of action on my 2015-04-22 report, and our 
concerns about their unwillingness to stand up to the "angry pitchfork mobs" who are singling 
out and bullying specific employees for their beliefs. 
 
On 2015- , I submitted another report to HR, advocating for the rights of several additional 
Google employees who had been mistreated by workplace bullies.  This included: 
 

● A handful of colleagues who were targeted based on race or gender. 
● Two instances of colleagues who were bullied for expressing sincerely-held beliefs. 
● Concerns about ongoing efforts to get colleagues (several of whom are friends of mine) 

fired for their beliefs. 
● A link to a post from an individual who was complaining about workplace intimidation. 
● A complaint that a colleague was unfairly denied promotion due to his outspoken political 

opinions and his ongoing efforts to convince other employees to challenge the unjust 
system. 

● A complaint about  who told me (privately) that holding "incorrect" political 
beliefs on certain topics would be grounds for dismissal on  team, using the pretext of 
"low performance." 

 
On 2015-05-21, I had a long and productive private email discussion with a colleague regarding 
the following topics: 
 

● Workplace bullying problems at Google, including the root causes and possible 
solutions. 

● HR (mis)behavior and my experiences working with them so far. 
● Race/gender bashing on Google's internal forums. 
● Discrimination laws and how they might apply to our situation. 

 
On 2015-06-06, I discovered that a fellow employee had set up an anonymous blog on the 
public internet to exchange information on the problems we're having inside Google.  This blog 
is now defunct, although several postings have been archived.  Relevant highlights from the 
blog include: 
 

● Reader comments from approximately 5-10 current Google employees exchanging 
information and complaints about the work environment: 

○ Pointers to discriminatory postings. 
○ Comments from individuals who were challenging the postings. 
○ Management's reactions to the challenges. 
○ Other violations of employee rights and concerns about the intolerant work 

environment. 
● Critical statements on how executives handled a contentious email thread and unfairly 

vilified employees who held minority opinions. 
● Concerns about discrimination, disparate treatment, and sexism perpetrated or 

condoned by two . 
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● Concerns about workplace bullies conspiring to reward other bullies financially through 
the company's "peer bonus" system. 

● Protests regarding unfair treatment of a specific co-worker who was targeted in  
2015, the legal risks that the workplace bullies are causing for Google, and suggested 
strategies that other workers can use to avoid retaliation. 

● Abject fear of retribution from Google for speaking out, e.g. 
○ Concerns that  would become a "dead man walking" at Google if 

 stood up for the aforementioned co-worker. 
○ A direct quote: "At my place of employment, things have gotten to the point 

where someone who objected to affirmative action, in the mildest and most polite 
manner, was viciously abused and reported to both Human Resources and  

." 
● Criticism regarding the administration of Google's mandatory bias training program. 
● A series of posts featuring advice for junior-level engineers on navigating and surviving 

Google's toxic political environment. 
 
On 2015-06-06 I shared this blog with another colleague, who found the suggestions and 
analysis immensely helpful in  efforts to speak out against unfair employee treatment. 
 
On 2015-06-07, I began exchanging several private emails with .  We 
debated strategies for sharing  writings with additional employees to recruit them to join the 
effort, and discussed possible HR reactions.  We also discussed the pros and cons of taking 
legal action against Google or against individual workplace bullies for maltreatment and 
defamation. 
 
Between 2015-08-04 and 2015-08-05, I engaged with two other employees on an internal 
discussion thread regarding yet another attempt to terminate a colleague for holding unpopular 
political opinions.  All three of us called this behavior out as bullying and made it clear that it was 
inappropriate workplace conduct. 
 
On 2015-08-06, a highly influential  posted a thread on the company's internal 
social network, calling for workplace civility and imploring  readers to make Google a 
supportive environment.  Based on my past discussions with colleagues, and on the 
conversation from 2015-08-04 in particular, I relayed our concerns about the ongoing threats 
and bullying to this , asking  to settle the matter once and for all by clarifying the written 
policy on employee communications.   refused to address the question, either on the public 
forum or privately via email.  However,  did forward our private correspondence to HR and 
instruct them to retaliate against me, which they later did. 
 
On the same discussion thread, several other employees joined me in protesting employee 
bullying and intimidation at Google. 
 
On 2015-08-06 and 2015-08-07, I worked in concert with several other individuals to protest the 
management's response to my complaint, and to challenge and document the misconduct of 
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several workplace bullies who responded to my comment with vicious and unprovoked personal 
attacks.  We established a new internal mailing list to promote employee rights (it currently has 
68 members) and discussed the possibility of taking legal action against Google, particularly for 
blacklisting. 
 
On 2015-08-08, I engaged in a private email conversation with another concerned employee.  
We discussed different ways to frame our arguments to the management, talked about possible 
discrimination based on employee tenure, and again brought up the option of hiring a lawyer to 
take action against Google for violating our rights. 
 
Between 2015-08-07 and 2015-08-14, in an email thread spanning nearly 100 posts, I 
collaborated with six other employees to send a formal complaint letter to the  

 and the .  The letter's stated purpose was to protest 
against blacklisting, intimidation, and other workplace bullying that has become commonplace at 
Google.  I contributed screenshots, evidence, wording changes, and other key pieces of the 
final document. 
 
Between April 2015 and August 2015, another employee and a few of  colleagues joined me 
in reporting specific instances of workplace bullying and illegal discrimination through official 
channels.  While I approached HR directly, this group chose to utilize the company's 
anonymous ethics helpline.  One of these individuals was unexpectedly placed on a 
Performance Improvement Plan as retaliation within days of protesting another instance of 
employee bullying. 
 
On 2015-  I received a Final Written Warning letter claiming that my complaint to the 

 on 2015-  was "disrespectful, disruptive, disorderly, and insubordinate."  I had 
taken great care in choosing my words to be polite and respectful, so it was incredibly 
disappointing to receive such a letter.  I firmly believe that the warning letter was in retaliation for 
my ongoing, concerted efforts to organize Google employees for mutual aid and protection 
between April 2015 and August 2015.  As the letter concludes with a threat of termination, I also 
perceived it as an attempt to discourage future concerted activity through crass intimidation. 
 
In a letter dated 2015-11-16 from Google’s Senior Counsel, the company again grossly 
mischaracterized my protected concerted activity as "civility issues" and wrote to discourage 
further activity by writing: "  is a well-regarded employee who has better and more important 
uses of  time than engaging in the type of conduct which resulted in the warning." 
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From: Friedman, Ross H.
To: Hajduk, Alexander M.
Cc: Riccio, Meredith
Subject: Google
Date: Tuesday, January 12, 2016 7:59:33 PM
Attachments:  Position Statement 32-CA-164766 (FF 1.12.16).pdf

Alex, as promised, attached is the Company’s position statement.  Please let me know if you would
like to discuss or have any questions.
 
Thank you-
Ross
 
Ross H. Friedman
Morgan, Lewis & Bockius LLP
77 West Wacker Drive | Chicago, IL 60601
Direct: +1.312.324.1172 | Main: +1.312.324.1000 | Fax: +1.312.324.1001 | Mobile: +1.773.497.7677
rfriedman@morganlewis.com | www.morganlewis.com
Assistant:  |  | @morganlewis.com
 
 

DISCLAIMER
This e-mail message is intended only for the personal use
of the recipient(s) named above. This message may be an
attorney-client communication and as such privileged and
confidential and/or it may include attorney work product.
If you are not an intended recipient, you may not review,
copy or distribute this message. If you have received this
communication in error, please notify us immediately by
e-mail and delete the original message.
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Ross H. Friedman 
Partner 
+1.312.324.1172 
rfriedman@morganlewis.com 

Morgan, Lewis & Bockius LLP 
77 West Wacker Drive 
Chicago, IL  60601-5094  +1.312.324.1000 
United States  +1.312.324.1001 

 

 

January 12, 2016 

VIA E-MAIL 

Mr. Alexander M. Hajduk 
Field Examiner 
National Labor Relations Board 
Region 32 
1301 Clay St., Ste. 300N 
Oakland, CA  94612-5224 

Re: Google, Inc., Case 32-CA-164766 

Dear Mr. Hajduk: 

Google Inc. (“Google” or the “Company”) provides this position statement in response to 
the above-referenced charge filed by  or the “Charging 
Party”).  Google understands the Charge to claim that the Company violated Section 8(a)(1) 
of the National Labor Relations Act (the “Act”) by issuing  a final written warning 
after  and other employees “sent complaints to management regarding terms and 
conditions of employment. . .”  As discussed in more detail below,  claim is 
without merit as  complaints to management were not protected concerted activity; 
instead, they were personal gripes about  own discipline that had nothing to do with 
anyone else.  Furthermore,  was not disciplined for  complaints to management, but 
instead for inappropriate and purposely antagonistic behavior toward  co-workers via  
posts on Google’s internal discussion board system.1 

  

                                                
1 This position statement and accompanying exhibits contain sensitive information provided to the Region to 
assist in its investigation of this matter.  Google requests that the Board treat these documents as confidential 
and not disclose their content to anyone, including any other parties, any employees, the Union, or their 
attorneys, without Google’s express written permission, subject to the requirements of the Freedom of 
Information Act. 
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1089; see also Cardinal Home Prods., Inc., 338 NLRB 1004, 1008 (2003) (stating 
employer may still defend the charge “[by] asserting a legitimate reason for its decision and 
showing by a preponderance of the evidence that the legitimate reason would have brought 
about the same result even without the illegal motivation.”).   

As discussed in detail above,  repeatedly posted remarks on discussion boards that 
caused concerns among HR and management.  HR was aware of nearly all posts  
raised in  May email to their attention and had taken prompt action to address any 
improper or insensitive behavior, including counseling .  When employees raised 
similar concerns about  comments again in August, the Company issued 

 a written warning.  This action was consistent with Google’s disciplinary process 
for these types of violations of Company policy and consistent with the way Google had 
treated others who engaged in similar behavior against .7  Even if  had 
not complained to HR in May or August, Google would have taken the same action and 
issued  a final written warning.  See, e.g., Summitville Tile, Inc., 245 NLRB 111 
(1979) (stating “[c]ertainly misconduct which would justify a discharge, absent any 
protected activity, will also justify a discharge despite protected activity” and finding 
respondent had not violated the Act by discharging employees for their misconduct).  As 
such,  allegations lack merit and should be dismissed. 

III. Conclusion 

 complaints to management were not concerted activity for the mutual aid or 
protection of other Company employees.  Even if they were, the Company was permitted to 
discipline  for  insensitive and provoking posts.  Accordingly, this Charge 
should be dismissed.  
 
Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions. 

Sincerely, 

/s Ross H. Friedman 

 

Ross H. Friedman 

 

 

 
Enclosures 
 

                                                
7 The Company also disciplined several other employees, including those who expressed differing political 
views than , for their posts in the August 6/7  thread. 
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and other isms in the workplace have considered leaving tech and working
on social justice. I can t imagine how difficult it is for someone who is
subject to this 40 hours a week.

, Unfortunately I am subject to this more than 40 hours a week.
When I get back home, I continuously keep thinking about what is going on
and I often skip sleep. The respect issues at Google made me develop panic
attacks and I had to leave Google for three weeks to settle. Even though my
mental health is back, my conditions and disadvantageous position have not
been truly fixed yet. I am not productive or motivated, I often think about
quitting this company because I can t risk becoming suicidal depressive
again.

Aug 5, 2015 +43  

: Have you looked into https://goto.google.com/diversity core
? It s a formal opportunity to allocate some percentage of your time to

diversity work.

Aug 5, 2015 +4  

 I m sorry. If you d like to talk, I can offer you support to the
best of my ability. There s also Concern EAP available to Googlers for
professional support.
My heart goes out to you. I know it s tough and it s not fair.

Aug 5, 2015 +9  

 Thanks, but I m already spending my 20% time on Bias
Busting and the Email User Trust group.

Aug 5, 2015 +3  

, thanks much. I have a handful of good people and managers
I can talk to. I appreciate your offer, but it currently hurts to tell the story over
and over again. All the energy wasted on my personal case is a good
example how ineffective Google senior staff is when it comes to resolving
conflicts.

Aug 5, 2015 +23  

, thanks for sharing. In my experience, colleagues whom make
us feel uncomfortable usually fall into two camps  deliberately
unwelcoming (they have a bias against some group  women  minorities

Aug 6, 2015 +5  
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unwelco (they have a bias against some group  women, minorities,
foreigners, LGBT, etc.) or unintentionally unwelcoming (they don t realize
their actions, word choice, etc. has the impact it does  a form of
unconscious bias). 
Easier to handle the first group (its usually visible with intent, so it can be
addressed); but to change the culture to be more supportive and welcoming
of everyone we have to engage the hearts and minds of those who are
unaware of how their actions and words (sometimes with good intent, even)
impact their colleagues. 

Curious to know what else you think this would require? Is this training?
OKRs? Managers managing team culture and perf better? What might we
consider, from your perspective, to help change the experience of our
esteemed colleague you posted on behalf of?

 Many Googlers have claimed that it is "harassment" or some

other rule violation to critique articles that push the Social Justice political
agenda.  A few Googlers have openly called for others to be fired over it.  Do
you support this viewpoint, and if so, can we add a clear statement of
banned opinions to the employee handbook so that everybody knows what
the ground rules are?

Aug 6, 2015 +5  

 consider it a non goal to offer non work opinions that
make coworkers uncomfortable here at work. We re here to build products
and our time is too valuable. There are other outlets to express contrary
opinions on political/social questions. Let s focus on the job

Aug 6, 2015 +132  

+1 to  
Aug 6, 2015 +3  

 

 Sadly, your suggestion doesn t seem feasible.  You can t
just focus on the job 100%.  You aren t going to focus on it during team
lunches, offsites, or other team events.  Trying to focus only on work all the
time would make this place tedious and boring.  Additionally, the suggestion
more or less tries to sweep things under a rug without actually making
cognitive changes so people are aware of what their actions are doing.

Aug 6, 2015 +9  
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I think the first step has to be education. Everyone, literally everyone, has to
take a course (like bias busting) that covers many of the issues that minority
groups face in tech.  When I say everyone I mean I want to hear stories how
people got to take this class with ; yes there s probably material
specifically for management (this should be a separate course), but
everyone should have to take the base class. This issue is pretty well
documented, so forcing people to learn about it doesn t seem like a
significant sacrifice in order to help those who feel like they have to leave
our company given the mental sacrifices they re making every day. People
need to be taught how to constructively call others out when they witness
toxic behavior. I know this is probably one of the hardest things for people
to do, which is why there needs to be something very explicitly stated to
support it and we need to be taught how to deliver and receive such
feedback.

After we re confident everyone has these skills and knowledge we should

see how things have improved and figure out what we need to do next.

 Critiquing articles is fine. Bad arguments are bad
arguments, regardless of which side they support. The objections are to the
manner and methods (eg, constantly relitigating nitpicks) in which it occurs.

Whatever you may think of the term "sealion"ing and it s (mis)applications,
it s popular because it captures an experience endemic to these
conversations. Avoid perpetuating that experience, and no one will censure
you.

Aug 6, 2015 +14  

 "consider it a non goal"

That doesn t answer the question: is it an actual policy violation, or merely
an unpopular opinion?  Many of us nerds are sticklers for the rules, but more
than willing to express our opinions regardless of what others think.  Some
clarity from the management would go a long way toward helping people
understand expectations.

"offer non work opinions that make coworkers uncomfortable here at work"

Aug 6, 2015 +2  
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That s a valid concern, but a large percentage of non work opinions will
make somebody uncomfortable.  For instance, many Googlers strongly
disagree with Social Justice theory, and even more Googlers are concerned
about the "internet mob" shaming and intimidation tactics employed in
support of this agenda.  Perhaps we should ban all internal discussions on
Social Justice because a minority of Googlers finds it repugnant?

 Is it harassment or against policy to make a "bad
argument" in good faith?  Should people be fired for it?

Aug 6, 2015  

   "many of us nerds are sticklers for the rules, but more than
willing to express our opinions regardless of what others think"  perhaps
it s worth considering the times when you are allowed to express your
opinion, but it would still be a jerk move to do so? That statement comes off

as saying you don t care about whether you re being a jerk to your
coworkers, in which case I think this may already be covered at go/nojerks

Aug 6, 2015 +64  

 Of course not. We have a post mortem culture  honest
mistakes are OK as long as you learn from them. Take down prod once, and
your perf scores won t be affected. Take it down 5 times in 5 different ways,
and you ll still be fine. Handle it well, and you might get a peer bonus /
promo packet material out of it. Take it down 5 times in the same way,
however, .......

Aug 6, 2015 +14  

I had to lookup "Social Justice" theory because I didn t know what it was,
and it sounded like something I d hear on Fox News as a swear word. 

Here s what Google s Factbox said: "Social justice is the view that everyone
deserves equal economic, political and social rights and opportunities.
Social workers aim to open the doors of access and opportunity for
everyone, particularly those in greatest need."

Saying you strongly disagree with that puts you in conflict with both the
spirit of anti discrimination law and the declaration of independence. It s like

            

Aug 6, 2015 +92  
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saying you strongly disagree with "We hold these truths to be self evident,
that all men are created equal..."

I would just vent on political disagreements elsewhere. Google not only has
to comply with anti discrimination law, and deal with PR fallout from bad
diversity numbers, but it has reasons to want to do this for positive, rather
than negative reasons, like the ability to design products with input from the
other 50% of the popular who might use them. Diversity is good for the
company.

I have some pretty strong progressive political and religious views that
would piss off some Googlers if I vented them internally, I just post them on
my external accounts. Google has diverse employees from all of the world,
with differing cultural beliefs, some more conservative, some more liberal,
and it s just bound to lead to conflict if we start debating internally these
non work ideologies.

If you re bored and need to debate something other than politics, there s
plenty to argue about. Like why Product X sucks or failed. Why your
programming language sucks and mine doesn t. Or why Emacs > VI.

There s no shortage of fun stuff to argue with and debate. 

Let Google HR set employee policy. No amount of arguing over how you
think women should be treated is going to change the policy. That policy is
going to be determined by both the law, and by feedback from actual
women s experience. Not what men think that experience is or should be.

 is it so hard to understand that we re just trying to build a
welcoming work environment for everyone who works here? What you re
doing in this comment thread seems to me to be the same thing that 
pointed out in  post on the industryinfo@ thread.

Don t excuse your behaviour on being a "nerd". Being a nerd and "willing to
express our opinions regardless of what others think" is not an excuse to
cause the kind of anguish that people have repeatedly expressed, both

Aug 6, 2015 +67  
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publicly and privately, this behaviour causes. At Google, you shouldn t need
so many rules to be a decent human being.

WRT discouraging the expressing of non work opinions, that doesn t work.
 People are not machines and attempting to treat them as such is
oppressive.  Invariably, attempts to tighten control on people s behavior
wind up landing on those with less ability to resist them  e.g., women,
minorities, etc  making the problem worse.

This can t be fixed through training either, regardless of how competently
executed or well meaning.  The US Army trained the Iraqi military endlessly
for years, yet they fled in the face of ISIS.  Why?  Because the surrounding
system gave different motivations to the individuals in the Iraqi military than
fighting.  Similarly, even if somehow we managed to educate people
perfectly at Google and demonstrate all the right tools, the context of the
larger industry and indeed our society is giving structural motivations
against changing behavior.  All the abstract ideas about what to do in the
face of it are only good at raising awareness.  Pretending otherwise is
doomed to failure  and it probably contributes to the burnout of diversity
advocates.

This does not mean nothing can be done, but it does mean that nothing
effective for dealing with discrimination can be done at this point with
control/power over based means.  We ve reached diminishing returns on
additional laws, rules, policies, etc.  Instead, power with needs to be
developed and that s a social and community skill devoid at Google and
indeed, in most of our culture.  So it isn t surprising Google is bad at it.

Here, it means listening to women s experiences and developing empathy
for their situation.  If men can, through hearing these experiences, feel some
of the pain women feel, that is a more powerful motivator than all the peer
bonuses and trainings and policy mechanics in the world.  It means
amplifying women s voices as  did because as 

 pointed out, telling the story of being dumped on repeatedly is painful
and exhausting.  The person who relates that story invariably relives it in the
telling.  So treat any time a woman is willing to share their experience as a
huge gift and the act of amazing, brave hearted power that it is  listen, feel,
and if you have permission  retell the story    That  will change you  and the

Aug 6, 2015 +35  
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and if yo e permission, retell the story.  _ hat_ will change you, and the
culture at Google.

edit: link:
https://groups.google.com/a/google.com/d/msg/industryinfo/2TBb1e8CL
BQ/4ynaL0brBAAJ

Could someone link  orginial industryinfo post if they have it handy? I
really don t want to read through that thread. :(

Aug 6, 2015 +2  
 

 Are you insinuating that it is a "jerk move" to share your
opinion about a political blog post if 98% of Googlers disagree with you, but
it s OK to share your opinion about a political blog post if 98% of Googlers
agree with you?

If so, how do you reconcile this view with  request to "help make Google
a supportive place for minorities of any kind"?

Aug 6, 2015 +6  

      I m stating that there are ways to share an opinion that
don t involve just ignoring what other people think. There are some times,
places, and ways of sharing opinions are better than others, and there are
options for sharing opinions that don t come off as completely insensitive
and rules lawyering. There are also some opinions that it s just not that
important to share  aka nit picking.

It s not a binary "always share or never do" but rather more nuanced.

Aug 6, 2015 +44  

 What you re saying comes off to me as turning 
call for empathy into some sort of abstract rule so that you can shoot holes
in it.  Not everything has to be turned into an generically applicable
abstraction, especially when it comes to how people interrelate.

Aug 6, 2015 +61  

 C   i t t  h  i d t i f  t i  hi h b d
Aug 6, 2015 +1
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being held up as examples of bad behavior and punished?

Also, FWIW, being a jerk doesn t make you a minority, even if there s less of
you than the non jerks.

Aug 6, 2015 +38  
 

Minority opinion != minority.
Aug 6, 2015 +24  

 

, nobody needs to "insinuate" anything, because I ll say it
outright: you are being a jerk.

Arguing edge cases and angle shooting around the exact letter of existing
policies is a huge part of the problem.

If you want to argue for fun, go join a debate club. If you actually feel like
you re Being Oppressed because of your Unpopular Opinion, go back to
r/theredpill or whatever other dark pit people who share your opinions hang
out in while society continues to move forward. It is a toxic and unwelcome
opinion in a professional setting where we re trying to build an inclusive
environment.

This is a professional environment and you are not only acting
unprofessionally, your behavior is directly causing distress to your
coworkers. Please stop.

Aug 6, 2015 +45  

I am kind of surprised that there is confusion about this.

You are responsible for helping to create an environment where your
coworkers feel respected. You can hold pretty much any opinion you wish,
but if you articulate it and one of your coworkers says it made them feel
uncomfortable or disrespected, the right thing to do is to not do that. This
isn t censorship or thought policing, this is just part of working together and
getting along well with your coworkers. Regardless of how correct you think
you are or whether their objection seems "justified" to you, the fact of the
matter is that you re presented with a pretty simple choice: stop doing
something that is hurting your coworker, or don t.

Aug 6, 2015 +79  
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going on, and risking feeling into the pain of those who are oppressed will
change your behavior, and give space for others to change theirs.  You are
the one you have been waiting for.

: Thanks, I try every day. I m sure I mess up and hate being
called out on it, but the knee jerk reaction to get angry about it has (mostly)
gone away.

Aug 6, 2015 +2  

 I think to ask for a rule book is missing the point. But if you
want a succinct summary: don t do what you re doing here. Contact me
privately if you want to know more. 

Aug 6, 2015 +278  

 My concern is that the temperature raising just doesn t
accomplish the apparent goal of the person raising the temperature

because when someone is derailing or trolling a discussion and creating
bad atmosphere, one sure fire way to keep them around is to use an
insulting tone. It just kind of guarantees they re going to keep coming back.
We re only human, so I realize sometimes someone needs sharp words to
shock them into realizing how they re being perceived, so it s not a hard and
fast rule.

I ve developed a fatigue over 30 years online watching these flame wars play
out on such matters of all kinds and I never observe insults functioning well,
it just doesn t solve the problem. Online pubic shaming doesn t seem to
work due to impersonal nature.

98% of everyone can be against you online, and people will still not feel they
need to stop what they re doing. But if you are told to your face by actual
people in your social network you re being insensitive or a jerk, it has a much
bigger impact.

I think this is going to go the same way overt racism has gone. Overt racism
has been made an opprobrium. People are still racist, but they keep it quiet
in public shared spaces.  I think the attitude towards women in tech will
follow a similar evolution. Consciousness will eventually be raised enough
that people publicly check their action and words to avoid offending female

Aug 6, 2015 +9  
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questions, or for asking them in the wrong way.

And that rapid escalation is the point of my comments on this thread: I
prefer to assume that everyone here is acting with good intentions, and that
any offense is unintentional. Heck,  made a post on G+ a couple of
months ago that could well have triggered HR attention. People called 
on it,  realized how it was taken, and apologized. No one labeled  a
jerk then, and I don t assume  a jerk today because  made one poorly
phrased post. Until proven otherwise, I assume  a decent person who
occasionally makes mistakes.

FWIW, any offense that someone may have taken from any of my comments
is always unintentional. ASCII is a poor medium for emotionally laden topics,
and none us is always perfectly understood in any case. Obviously, I
apologize for any offense given.

 you might want to ask yourself why assume the best
intentions.  I have seen  say wholly inappropriate things on
G+ before, for instance in response to a thread started by a woman about
harassment at work:  

Aug 6, 2015 +10  

I d link you all to the thread, but it was on  G+, and is now
delorted. , you might remember, left Google and has been
somewhat famously critical of our diversity efforts. 

Aug 6, 2015 +5
6

 
 

 Because I m only aware of this thread. Okay,  said
something inappropriate somewhere else. We probably all have. Maybe it s a
trend, maybe it s not. I don t know. If  is a troll, someone probably has a
list of several such examples, and I ll revise my assumption. I read G+ only
occasionally, and don t have time to follow up on all the related discussions
in all the other fora, even the ones mentioned above.

But that s another aspect that can make these discussions difficult online.
 posted an email. Some people (like me) are only aware of that post, plus

maybe a little bit of background on the general issue from one of the TGIFs
or internal all hands emails. Others have participated in many related and
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, I m not trying to criticize your passion for change. It s obvious that you
are sincere in your desire to improve the culture that women experience.
However, I still think that  is best when we re unsure why
others are in opposition. In fact, that s even a bit harsh  it s not stupidity, just
ignorance of the issues.

Couple final updates before I put this thread on perma mute:

1) My questions were 100% sincere, and directly relate to the subject of this
post (i.e.  and many others chiding unnamed Googlers for posting
unspecified wrongthink on Industryinfo).  No sarcasm or trolling intended.

2)  phrasing was indeed more eloquent than mine; I took notes and
appreciate the constructive suggestions.

3) If the tone of my questions bothered you, it s a good opportunity to reread
the harassment policy[1] and reflect on how political minorities (a class
protected under California law, BTW) might feel about the work environment
at Google.  Empathy is a two way street and many of us are absolutely fed
up with being treated as second class citizens and punching bags.  My
posts were nothing more than a call for civility and tolerance; the vicious
replies, including one individual s ongoing and unprovoked campaign of
character assassination, are a picture perfect illustration of the cultural
problem we need to fix.

4) was not willing to resume the conversation via email, but y all can
ping me anytime if you want to talk privately.  Or join http://g/freespeech to
talk about the more general subject of speech at Google (please read the
FAQ).

[1] https://support.google.com/mygoogle/answer/3246920?
hl=en&ref_topic=3285651

Aug 7, 2015 +5  
 

There would be a Picard meme here if I could express it compactly enough:

1) Post a comment regarding objective vs. subjective truth and how to

Aug 7, 2015 +1  
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---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: @google.com>

Redacted

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)
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Date: Fri, Aug 7, 2015 at 2:58 PM
Subject: Re: Harassment by
To: @google.com>

Thanks

Just wanted to add - if we can end this "cleanly" without starting a
feud, that would be ideal. The situation between the Chrome and
Android teams is already pretty complicated, and I'd much rather have
new friends on that side than new enemies.

On Fri, Aug 7, 2015 at 2:54 PM, @google.com> wrote:
> Hi ,
>
> Thank you for your email. We (HR) are looking into your concerns regarding
> comments and will circle back.
>
> Best,
>
>
> On Fri, Aug 7, 2015 at 1:46 PM, @google.com> wrote:
>>
>> Hi guys,
>>
>> , somebody I have never even met, is stalking and harassing
>> me on internal G+ over a trivial disagreement on a political topic.
>> has left dozens of comments defiling my good name and character,
>> calling me vulgar names, and demanding for me to be fired from Google.
>> has made at least two of own G+ posts, and has commented on
>> many others, with similar themes. Others have repeatedly pointed out
>> unreasonable behavior, yet it persists.
>>
>> also reposted an old comment of mine from March, which I had
>> removed at HR's request since it was perceived as an offensive joke.
>> I have intentionally stayed far away from this subject matter since
>> March, as I know it is a source of sensitivity and frustration for
>> many Googlers. By spreading this material far and wide, is
>> creating the exact same sort of damage that claims to oppose.
>>
>> I have not replied to or engaged in any way, other than to
>> email (below) asking if we could settle our differences over a
>> beer.
>>
>> Could you please ask to delete posts/comments/memes
>> (including reshares) and leave me alone?
>>
>> If refuses, I can provide direct links and screenshots to all of
>> the relevant material.
>>

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)
(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (  

(b) (6), (  (b) (6), (  

(b) (6), (  

(b) (6), (b) (7)

(b) (6), (b) (7)

(b) (6),  

(b) (6), (b) (7 (b) (6), (b) 

(b) (6), (b) 

(b) (6), (b) (7 (b) (6), (  

(b) (6),  





EXHIBIT D









From:
To: Hajduk, Alexander M.
Subject: Re: Follow up from our conversation concerning charge against Google, Inc., 32-CA-164766
Date: Friday, December 4, 2015 3:25:37 PM
Attachments: code-of-conduct-20151010.pdf

employee-communication-guidelines.pdf

Attaching company policies.

On Tue, Nov 24, 2015 at 12:41 PM,  wrote:
> Sure thing.  Please see attached.
>
> (FWIW, they're not "supposed" to snoop on our personal gmail accounts,
> and I haven't been storing anything sensitive there.)
>
>
>
> On Tue, Nov 24, 2015 at 12:21 PM, Hajduk, Alexander M.
> <Alexander.Hajduk@nlrb.gov> wrote:
>> Hello 
>>
>> I think in this situation, since the charge is against Google, it'd be prudent (at least for the sake of appearances) to
just send the attachments directly rather than using the Google Docs system.  As a practical matter, even if the
Employer weren’t Google, our electronic case handling system doesn’t work too well with documents that aren’t
individually attached and separately uploaded.  I had this issue come up recently in a different case and the
dropbox/ZIP file nearly crashed our system, which I can only assume is due to the fact that our system is being held
together with duct tape and bailing wire.
>>
>> In any event, just email me the attachments individually and I'll take care of uploading them into the official case
file.
>>
>> Thanks for your help with this.
>>
>> -Alex Hajduk
>> NLRB
>>
>> -----Original Message-----
>> From:  [mailto:
>> Sent: Tuesday, November 24, 2015 11:18 AM
>> To: Hajduk, Alexander M. <Alexander.Hajduk@nlrb.gov>
>> Subject: Re: Follow up from our conversation concerning charge against Google, Inc., 32-CA-164766
>>
>> Hi Alex,
>>
>> I sent you a link to the requested information on Google Docs, as that is where my colleagues and I have been
editing/sharing/reviewing items relevant to our case.  You may need to register your @nlrb.gov email address using
this form:
>>
>> https://accounts.google.com/signupwithoutgmail?hl=en
>>
>> If that's too much trouble, let me know and I'll just send them as an email attachment.
>>
>> As for the documents:
>>

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C) (b) (6), (b) (7)(C)



>> NLRB-charge-timeline has a high-level description of the alleged NLRA violation, a writeup on the specific
workplace issues we're trying to resolve through PCA, and a timeline with specific examples that demonstrate the
"concertedness" of the PCA.
>>
>> loveletters.pdf contains my warning letter, my lawyer's complaint about it, and the Google lawyer's rebuttal.
>>
>> NLRB-charge-final is a scanned copy of the 501 form that I filled out with Jennifer Kaufman yesterday.  I
mailed this document to Google, certified with return receipt requested, this morning.
>>
>> Thanks!
>>
>>
>> On Tue, Nov 24, 2015 at 10:40 AM, Hajduk, Alexander M.
>> <Alexander.Hajduk@nlrb.gov> wrote:
>>> Hello again ,
>>>
>>>
>>>
>>> I wanted to thank you for our conversation this morning and the
>>> preliminary details about your charge.  As we discussed, I have
>>> penciled you in for your affidavit appointment on December 4, 2015,
>>> starting at 11 am.  We are located in the Oakland Federal Building at
>>> 1301 Clay Street, Room 300N, Oakland, CA 94612.  Since you’ll be
>>> driving up from Mountain View, I should let you know that there is
>>> street parking around the federal building (though this is often hit
>>> or miss) as well as several private parking lots, including one on MLK
>>> Jr. Way (which is where most folks park).  The caveat with that is
>>> while the Agency doesn’t validate that parking garage will accept validations if you purchase something from
one of the nearby cafes.
>>> Regarding the building itself, we’re in the North Tower on the third
>>> floor, but I should mention that since we’re in a federal building the
>>> security will be airport-level intense, so prepare for that.
>>>
>>>
>>>
>>> All that having been said, please feel free to email me at this
>>> address or call me at my office number below if you have any questions
>>> or concerns both prior to and after your affidavit.  As we mentioned,
>>> you can use this address to send whatever preparatory materials you
>>> have in support of your charge, but for any other materials that you
>>> have in non-electronic format, please bring those with you on December 4.
>>>
>>>
>>>
>>> Otherwise, I look forward to meeting you and thanks again.
>>>
>>>
>>>
>>> Alexander M. Hajduk
>>>
>>> Senior Field Examiner
>>>
>>> National Labor Relations Board
>>>
>>> Region 32 – Oakland, CA
>>>
>>> Office: (510) 637-3271

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C), (b) (7)(D)
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3.3 Business Opportunities Found Through
Work
3.4 Inventions
3.5 Friends and Relatives; CoWorker
Relationships
3.6 Accepting Gifts, Entertainment and Other
Business Courtesies
3.7 Use of Google Products and Services
3.8 Reporting

4 IV. Preserve Confidentiality
4.1 Google Partners
4.2 Competitors/Former Employers
4.3 Outside Communications and Research

5  V. Protect Google’s Assets
5.1 Intellectual Property
5.2 Company Equipment
5.3 The Network
5.4 Physical Security
5.5 Use of Google’s Equipment and Facilities
5.6 Employee Data

6 VI. Ensure Financial Integrity and
Responsibility
6.1 Spending Google’s Money
6.2 Signing a Contract
6.3 Recording Transactions
6.4 Reporting Financial or Accounting
Irregularities
6.5 Hiring Suppliers

7  VII. Obey the Law
7.1 Trade Controls
7.2 Competition Laws
7.3 Insider Trading Laws
7.4 Antibribery Laws
7.5 Nongovernment relationships
7.6 Dealing with government officials

8 VIII. Conclusion

those words to 
how we serve 
our users. But 
“Don’t be evil” is 
much more than 
that. Yes, it’s 
about providing 
our users 
unbiased access 
to information, 
focusing on their 
needs and giving 
them the best 
products and 
services that we 
can. But it’s also 
about doing the 
right thing more 
generally – 
following the law, 
acting honorably 
and treating each 
other with 
respect.
The Google 
Code of Conduct 
is one of the 
ways we put 
“Don’t be evil” 
into practice. It’s 
built around the 
recognition that 
everything we do 
in connection 
with our work at 
Google will be, 
and should be, 
measured 
against the 
highest possible 
standards of 
ethical business 
conduct. We set 
the bar that high 
for practical as 
well as 
aspirational 
reasons: Our 
commitment to 
the highest 
standards helps 
us hire great 
people, build 
great products, 
and attract loyal 
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users. Trust and 
mutual respect 
among 
employees and 
users are the 
foundation of our 
success, and 
they are 
something we 
need to earn 
every day.

So please do 
read the Code, 
and follow both 
its spirit and 
letter, always 
bearing in mind 
that each of us 
has a personal 
responsibility to 
incorporate, and 
to encourage 
other Googlers to 
incorporate, the 
principles of the 
Code into our 
work. And if you 
have a question 
or ever think that 
one of your 
fellow Googlers 
or the company 
as a whole may 
be falling short of 
our commitment, 
don’t be silent. 
We want – and 
need – to hear 
from you.

Who Must 
Follow Our 
Code?

We expect all of 
our employees 
and Board 
members to 
know and follow 
the Code. Failure 
to do so can 
result in 
disciplinary 
action, including 
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termination of 
employment. 
Moreover, while 
the Code is 
specifically 
written for 
Google 
employees and 
Board members, 
we expect 
Google 
contractors, 
consultants and 
others who may 
be temporarily 
assigned to 
perform work or 
services for 
Google to follow 
the Code in 
connection with 
their work for us. 
Failure of a 
Google 
contractor, 
consultant or 
other covered 
service provider 
to follow the 
Code can result 
in termination of 
their relationship 
with Google.

What If I Have a 
CodeRelated 
Question or 
Concern?

If you have a 
question or 
concern, don’t 
just sit there. You 
can contact your 
manager, your 
Human 
Resources 
representative or 
Ethics & 
Compliance. If 
you want to 
remain 
anonymous, you 
can make a 
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report of a 
suspected 
violation or 
concern through 
the Ethics & 
Compliance 
Helpline.

No Retaliation

Google prohibits 
retaliation 
against any 
worker here at 
Google who 
reports or 
participates in an 
investigation of a 
possible violation 
of our Code. If 
you believe you 
are being 
retaliated 
against, please 
contact Ethics & 
Compliance.

Code of 
Conduct
I. Serve Our 
Users

Our users value 
Google not only 
because we 
deliver great 
products and 
services, but 
because we hold 
ourselves to a 
higher standard 
in how we treat 
users and 
operate more 
generally. 
Keeping the 
following 
principles in mind 
will help us to 
maintain that 
high standard:
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Integrity

Our reputation as
a company that
our users can
trust is our most
valuable asset,
and it is up to all
of us to make
sure that we
continually earn
that trust. All of
our
communications
and other
interactions with
our users should
increase their
trust in us.

Usefulness

Our products,
features and
services should
make Google
more useful for
all our users. We
have many
different types of
users, from
individuals to
large businesses,
but one guiding
principle: “Is what
we are offering
useful?”

Privacy,
Security and
Freedom of
Expression

Always
remember that
we are asking
users to trust us
with their
personal
information.
Preserving that
trust requires that
each of us
respect and
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protect the
privacy and
security of that
information. Our
security
procedures
strictly limit
access to and
use of users’
personal
information, and
require that each
of us take
measures to
protect user data
from
unauthorized
access. Know
your
responsibilities
under these
procedures, and
collect, use, and
access user
personal
information only
as authorized by
our Security
Policies, our
Privacy Policies
and applicable
data protection
laws.

Google is
committed to
advancing
privacy and
freedom of
expression for
our users around
the world. Where
user privacy and
freedom of
expression face
government
challenges, we
seek to
implement
internationally
recognized
standards that
respect those
rights as we
develop
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products, do
business in
diverse markets,
and respond to
government
requests to
access user
information or
remove user
content. Contact
Legal or Ethics &
Compliance if
you have
questions on
implementing
these standards
in connection
with what you do
at Google.

Responsiveness

Part of being
useful and
honest is being
responsive: We
recognize
relevant user
feedback when
we see it, and we
do something
about it. We take
pride in
responding to
communications
from our users,
whether
questions,
problems or
compliments. If
something is
broken, fix it.

Take Action

Any time you feel
our users aren’t
being well
served, don’t be
bashful  let
someone in the
company know
about it.
Continually
improving our
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products and
services takes all
of us, and we’re
proud that
Googlers
champion our
users and take
the initiative to
step forward
when the
interests of our
users are at
stake.

 II. Respect
Each Other

We are
committed to a
supportive work
environment,
where
employees have
the opportunity to
reach their fullest
potential. Each
Googler is
expected to do
his or her utmost
to create a
respectful
workplace culture
that is free of
harassment,
intimidation, bias
and unlawful
discrimination of
any kind.

Please read the
Employee
Handbook
relevant to your
locale. Located in
the HR section of
our internal
corporate site,
the Handbook
covers in greater
detail how we
should conduct
ourselves at
work.
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Equal
Opportunity
Employment

Employment
here is based
solely upon
individual merit
and qualifications
directly related to
professional
competence. We
strictly prohibit
unlawful
discrimination or
harassment of
any kind,
including
discrimination or
harassment on
the basis of race,
color, religion,
veteran status,
national origin,
ancestry,
pregnancy
status, sex,
gender identity or
expression, age,
marital status,
mental or
physical
disability,
medical
condition, sexual
orientation or any
other
characteristics
protected by law.
We also make all
reasonable
accommodations
to meet our
obligations under
laws protecting
the rights of the
disabled.

Positive
Environment

Google prohibits
unlawful
harassment in
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any form –
verbal, physical
or visual. If you
believe you’ve
been harassed
by anyone at
Google, or by a
Google partner
or vendor, you
should
immediately
report the
incident to your
supervisor,
Human
Resources or
both. Similarly,
supervisors and
managers who
learn of any such
incident should
immediately
report it to
Human
Resources. HR
will promptly and
thoroughly
investigate any
complaints and
take appropriate
action.

Drugs and
Alcohol

Our position on
substance abuse
is simple: It is
incompatible with
the health and
safety of our
employees, and
we don’t permit
it. Consumption
of alcohol is not
banned at our
offices, but use
good judgment
and never drink
in a way that
leads to impaired
performance or
inappropriate
behavior,
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endangers the
safety of others
or violates the
law. Illegal drugs
in our offices or
at sponsored
events are strictly
prohibited. If a
manager has
reasonable
suspicion to
believe that an
employee’s use
of drugs and/or
alcohol may
adversely affect
the employee’s
job performance
or the safety of
the employee or
others in the
workplace, the
manager may
request an
alcohol and/or
drug screening.
A reasonable
suspicion may be
based on
objective
symptoms such
as the
employee’s
appearance,
behavior or
speech.

Safe Workplace

We are
committed to a
violence-free
work
environment, and
we will not
tolerate any level
of violence or the
threat of violence
in the workplace.
Under no
circumstances
should anyone
bring a weapon
to work. If you
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become aware of
a violation of this
policy, you
should report it to
Human
Resources
immediately. In
case of potential
violence, contact
Google Security.

Dog Policy

Google’s
affection for our
canine friends is
an integral facet
of our corporate
culture. We like
cats, but we’re a
dog company, so
as a general rule
we feel cats
visiting our
offices would be
fairly stressed
out. For more on
this, see our Dog
Policy.

III. Avoid
Conflicts of
Interest

In working at
Google, we have
an obligation to
always do what’s
best for the
company and our
users. When you
are in a situation
in which
competing
loyalties could
cause you to
pursue a
personal benefit
for you, your
friends or your
family at the
expense of
Google or our
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users, you may
be faced with a
conflict of
interest. All of us
should avoid
conflicts of
interest and
circumstances
that reasonably
present the
appearance of a
conflict.

When faced with
a potential
conflict of
interest, ask
yourself:

Would this
activity
create an
incentive
for me, or
be
perceived
by others to
create an
incentive
for me, to
benefit
myself, my
friends or
my family,
or an
associated
business at
the
expense of
Google?
Would this
activity
harm my
reputation,
negatively
impact my
ability to do
my job at
Google, or
potentially
harm
Google?
Would this
activity
embarrass
Google or
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me if it
showed up
on the front
page of a
newspaper
or a blog?
If the
answer to
any of
these
questions is
“yes,” the
relationship
or situation
is likely to
create a
conflict of
interest,
and you
should
avoid it.

Below, we
provide guidance
in seven areas
where conflicts of
interest often
arise:

Personal
investments
Outside
employment,
advisory
roles, board
seats, and
starting
your own
business
Business
opportunities
found
through
work
Inventions
Friends and
relatives;
co-worker
relationships
Accepting
gifts,
entertainment
and other
business
courtesies
Use of
Google
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products
and
services

In each of these
situations, the
rule is the same
– if you are
considering
entering into a
situation that
creates a conflict
of interest, don’t.
If you are in a
situation that
may create a
conflict of
interest, or the
appearance of a
conflict of
interest, review
the situation with
your manager
and Ethics &
Compliance.
Finally, it’s
important to
understand that
as circumstances
change, a
situation that
previously didn’t
present a conflict
of interest may
present one.

Personal
Investments

Avoid making
personal
investments in
companies that
are Google
competitors or
business
partners when
the investment
might cause, or
appear to cause,
you to act in a
way that could
harm Google.

When
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determining
whether a
personal
investment
creates a conflict
of interest,
consider the
relationship
between the
business of the
outside
company,
Google’s
business and
what you do at
Google, including
whether the
company has a
business
relationship with
Google that you
can influence
and the extent to
which the
company
competes with
Google. You
should also
consider 1) any
overlap between
your specific role
at Google and
the company’s
business, 2) the
significance of
the investment,
including the size
of the investment
in relation to your
net worth, 3)
whether the
investment is in a
public or private
company, 4) your
ownership
percentage of the
company, and 5)
the extent to
which the
investment gives
you the ability to
manage and
control the
company.
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Investments in
venture capital or
other similar
funds that invest
in a broad cross
section of
companies that
may include
Google
competitors or
business
partners
generally do not
create conflicts of
interest.
However, a
conflict of interest
may exist if you
control the fund’s
investment
activity.

Outside
Employment,
Advisory Roles,
Board Seats
and Starting
Your Own
Business

Avoid accepting
employment,
advisory
positions or
board seats with
Google
competitors or
business
partners when
your judgment
could be, or
could appear to
be, influenced in
a way that could
harm Google.
Additionally,
because board
seats come with
fiduciary
obligations that
can make them
particularly tricky
from a conflict of
interest
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perspective, you
should notify
your manager
before accepting
a board seat with
any outside
company.
Google board
members and
employees who
are VP and
above should
also notify Ethics
& Compliance.
Finally, do not
start your own
business if it will
compete with
Google.

Business
Opportunities
Found Through
Work

Business
opportunities
discovered
through your
work here belong
first to Google,
except as
otherwise agreed
to by Google.

Inventions

Developing or
helping to
develop outside
inventions that a)
relate to
Google’s existing
or reasonably
anticipated
products and
services, b)
relate to your
position at
Google, or c) are
developed using
Google corporate
resources may
create conflicts of
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interest and be
subject to the
provisions of
Google’s
Confidential
Information and
Invention
Assignment
Agreement and
other
employment
agreements. If
you have any
questions about
potential conflicts
or intellectual
property
ownership
involving an
outside invention
or other
intellectual
property, consult
Ethics &
Compliance or
Legal.

Friends and
Relatives; Co
Worker
Relationships

Avoid
participating in a
potential or
existing Google
business
relationship
involving your
relatives, spouse
or significant
other, or close
friends. This
includes being
the hiring
manager for a
position for which
your relative or
close friend is
being considered
or being a
relationship
manager for a
company
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associated with
your spouse or
significant other.

To be clear, just
because a
relative,
spouse/significant
other or close
friend works at
Google or
becomes a
Google
competitor or
business partner
doesn’t mean
there is a conflict
of interest.
However, if you
are also involved
in that Google
business
relationship, it
can be very
sensitive. The
right thing to do
in that situation is
to discuss the
relationship with
your manager
and Ethics &
Compliance.

Finally, romantic
relationships
between co
workers can,
depending on the
work roles and
respective
positions of the
co-workers
involved, create
an actual or
apparent conflict
of interest. If a
romantic
relationship does
create an actual
or apparent
conflict, it may
require changes
to work
arrangements or
even the
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termination of
employment of
either or both
individuals
involved. Consult
Google’s
Employee
Handbook for
additional
guidance on this
issue.

Accepting Gifts,
Entertainment
and Other
Business
Courtesies

Accepting gifts,
entertainment
and other
business
courtesies from a
Google
competitor or
business partner
can easily create
the appearance
of a conflict of
interest,
especially if the
value of the item
is significant.
Google’s Non-
Government
Related Gifts &
Client
Entertainment
Policy provides
specific guidance
on when it is
appropriate for
Googlers to
accept gifts,
entertainment or
any other
business
courtesy
(including
discounts or
benefits that are
not made
available to all
Googlers) from
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any of our
competitors or
business
partners.

Generally,
acceptance of
inexpensive
“token” noncash
gifts is
permissible. In
addition,
infrequent and
moderate
business meals
and
entertainment
with clients and
infrequent
invitations to
attend local
sporting events
and celebratory
meals with
clients can be
appropriate
aspects of many
Google business
relationships,
provided that
they aren’t
excessive and
don’t create the
appearance of
impropriety.
Before accepting
any gift or
courtesy, consult
the Non-
Government
Related Gifts &
Client
Entertainment
Policy, and be
aware that you
may need to
obtain manager
approval.

Contact Ethics &
Compliance if
you have any
questions. See
the discussion of
Anti-Bribery
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Laws in Section
VII(d) for
guidance on
when it is
appropriate to
give gifts and
business
courtesies in the
course of doing
Google business.

Use of Google
Products and
Services

Avoiding
potential conflicts
of interest also
means that you
should not use
Google products,
services or
information in a
way that
improperly
benefits
someone you
know or creates
the appearance
that you have an
unfair advantage
over users
outside of
Google. For
example, you
should never
approve Google
accounts,
services or
credits for
yourself, your
friends, or family
members. If you
find yourself
subject to a
conflict of interest
regarding a
Google product
or service,
discuss the
situation with
your manager,
Legal or Ethics &
Compliance.
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Reporting

Ethics &
Compliance will
periodically
report to the
Google
Compliance
Steering
Committee all
matters involving
Google officers –
VPs and above –
approved under
this section of the
Code, and will
periodically
report to the
Google
Nominating and
Corporate
Governance
Committee all
matters involving
Google executive
officers and
Board members
approved under
this section.

IV. Preserve
Confidentiality

We get a lot of
press attention
around our
innovations and
our culture, and
that’s usually
fine. However,
company
information that
leaks
prematurely into
the press or to
competitors can
hurt our product
launches,
eliminate our
competitive
advantage and
prove costly in
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other ways. Our
responsibilities
extend beyond
not revealing
confidential
Google material
– we must also:

properly
secure,
label and
(when
appropriate)
dispose of
confidential
Google
material;
safeguard
confidential
information
that Google
receives
from others
under non
disclosure
agreements;
and
take steps
to keep our
trade
secrets and
other
confidential
intellectual
property
secret.

Confidential
Information

Google’s
“confidential
information”
includes
financial, product
and user
information.
Make sure that
confidential
company
material stays
that way; don’t
disclose it
outside of
Google without
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authorization. At
times, a
particular project
or negotiation
may require you
to disclose
confidential
information to
another party:
Disclosure of this
information
should be on a
“need to know”
basis and only
under a non
disclosure
agreement. In
addition, Google
policy may
require a prior
security
assessment of
the outside party
that is to receive
the confidential
information. Be
sure to conduct
the appropriate
due diligence
and have the
appropriate
agreement in
place before you
disclose the
information.

There are, of
course, “gray
areas” in which
you will need to
apply your best
judgment in
making sure you
don’t disclose
any confidential
information.
Suppose a friend
who works at a
non-profit
organization asks
you informally
how to improve
the Google
search ranking of
the group’s
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website: Giving
your friend site
optimization tips
available in
public articles
and on websites
isn’t likely to be a
problem, but
giving tips that
aren’t publicly
known definitely
would be. If
you’re in a gray
area, be cautious
in what advice or
insight you
provide or, better
yet, ask for
guidance from
Ethics &
Compliance.

And don’t forget
about pictures
you and your
guests take at
Google – it is up
to you to be sure
that those
pictures don’t
disclose
confidential
information.

Finally, some of
us will find
ourselves having
family or other
personal
relationships with
people employed
by our
competitors or
business
partners. As in
most cases,
common sense
applies. Don’t tell
your significant
other or family
members
anything
confidential, and
don’t solicit
confidential
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information from
them about their
company.

Google Partners

Just as you are
careful not to
disclose
confidential
Google
information, it’s
equally important
not to disclose
any confidential
information from
our partners.
Don’t accept
confidential
information from
other companies
without first
having all parties
sign an
appropriate Non-
disclosure
Agreement
approved by
Legal. Even after
the agreement is
signed, try only
to accept as
much information
as you need to
accomplish your
business
objectives.

Competitors/Former
Employers

We respect our
competitors and
want to compete
with them fairly.
But we don’t
want their
confidential
information. The
same goes for
confidential
information
belonging to any
Googler’s former
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employers. If an
opportunity
arises to take
advantage of a
competitor’s or
former
employer’s
confidential
information, don’t
do it. Should you
happen to come
into possession
of a competitor’s
confidential
information,
contact Legal
immediately.

Outside
Communications
and Research

You probably
know that our
policy is to be
extremely careful
about disclosing
company
information, and
never to disclose
any confidential
information
without
authorization. It’s
also a bad idea
to post your
opinions or
information about
Google on the
Internet, even if
not confidential,
unless you’re
authorized to do
so as part of your
job. Your
comments may
be attributed to
Google, even
though you didn’t
mean it that way.
And never
discuss the
company with the
press unless
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you’ve been
explicitly
authorized to do
so by Corporate
Communications.
Finally, check
with your
manager and
Corporate
Communications
before accepting
any public
speaking
engagement. In
general, before
making any
external
communication
or disclosure,
you should
consult our
Employee
Communications
Policy and our
Communications
and Disclosure
Policy.

 V. Protect
Google’s
Assets

Google has a
well-earned
reputation for
generosity with
our employee
benefits and
openness with
confidential
information
shared within the
company. Our
ability to continue
these practices
depends on how
well we conserve
company
resources and
protect company
assets and
information.
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Intellectual
Property

Google’s
intellectual
property rights
(our trademarks,
logos, copyrights,
trade secrets,
“knowhow” and
patents) are
among our most
valuable assets.
Unauthorized
use can lead to
their loss or
serious loss of
value. Any use of
Google’s
trademarks and
logos must be
cleared in
advance by the
Marketing Team.
Report any
suspected
misuse of
trademarks,
logos or other
Google
intellectual
property to Legal.

Likewise, respect
the intellectual
property rights of
others.
Inappropriate use
of others’
intellectual
property may
expose Google
and you to
criminal and civil
fines and
penalties. Please
seek advice from
Legal before you
solicit, accept or
use proprietary
information from
others or let
others use or
have access to
Google
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proprietary
information. You
should also
check with Legal
if developing a
product that uses
content not
belonging to
Google.

 A word about
open source –
Google is
committed to
open source
software
development.
Consistent with
our policy of
respecting the
valid intellectual
property rights of
others, we strictly
comply with the
license
requirements
under which
open source
software is
distributed.
Failing to do so
may lead to legal
claims against
Google, as well
as significant
damage to the
company’s
reputation and its
standing in the
open source
community.
Please seek
guidance from
Legal and the
Open Source
Programs
Office before
incorporating
open source
code into any
Google product,
service or
internal project.
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and disclose
employee
communications
and other
information on
our corporate
electronic
facilities or on
our premises
where there is a
business need to
do so, such as
protecting
employees and
users,
maintaining the
security of
resources and
property, or
investigating
suspected
employee
misconduct.

Employee Data

We collect and
store personal
information from
employees
around the world.
Access this data
only in line with
local law and
Google internal
policies, and
keep it secure
according to
those standards.

VI. Ensure
Financial
Integrity and
Responsibility

Financial integrity
and fiscal
responsibility are
core aspects of
corporate
professionalism.
This is more than
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accurate
reporting of our
financials, though
that’s certainly
important. The
money we spend
on behalf of
Google is not
ours; it’s the
company’s and,
ultimately, our
shareholders’.
Each person at
Google – not just
those in Finance
– has a role in
making sure that
money is
appropriately
spent, our
financial records
are complete and
accurate and
internal controls
are honored.
This matters
every time we
hire a new
vendor, expense
something to
Google, sign a
new business
contract or enter
into any deals on
Google’s behalf.

To make sure
that we get this
right, Google
maintains a
system of
internal controls
to reinforce our
compliance with
legal, accounting,
tax and other
regulatory
requirements in
every location in
which we
operate.

Stay in full
compliance with
our system of
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and so are worth
pointing out here:

Trade Controls

U.S. and
international
trade laws
control where
Google can send
or receive its
products and/or
services. These
laws are
complex, and
apply to:

imports and
exports
from or into
the U.S.
imports and
exports of
products
from or into
other
countries,
with
additional
concerns
when those
products
contain
components
or
technology
of U.S.
origin
exports of
services or
providing
services to
non-U.S.
persons
exports of
technical
data,
especially
when the
technical
data is of
U.S. origin

What constitutes
an “import” or
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“export” under
the law is pretty
broad. For
example:

exposing or
allowing
access by
non-U.S.
nationals to
U.S.
technical
data can be
an “export”,
regardless
of what
country the
exposure
occurred in
sending a
server from
one country
(“country
X”) into
another
country
(“country
Y”) is an
export from
country X
and an
import into
country Y
permitting
the
download
of software
from one
country
(“country
X”) into
another
country
(“country
Y”) is an
export from
country X
transporting
technical
data or
software on
your laptop,
or tools or
equipment
in your
luggage,
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market power to
unfairly
disadvantage
competitors.

Certain conduct
is absolutely
prohibited under
these laws, and
could result in
your
imprisonment,
not to mention
severe penalties
for Google.

Examples of
prohibited
conduct include:

agreeing
with
competitors
about
prices
agreeing
with
competitors
to rig bids
or to
allocate
customers
or markets
agreeing
with
competitors
to boycott a
supplier or
customer

Other activities
can also be
illegal, unfair, or
create the
appearance of
impropriety. Such
activities include:

sharing
competitively
sensitive
information
(e.g.,
prices,
costs,
market
distribution,
etc.) with
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company-wide
policies that
address the risks
of insider trading,
such as:

a
prohibition
on any
Google
employee
hedging
Google
stock; and
periodic
blackout
windows
when no
Google
employee
may trade
Google
stock.

Anti-bribery
Laws

Like all
businesses,
Google is subject
to lots of laws,
both U.S. and
nonU.S., that
prohibit bribery in
virtually every
kind of
commercial
setting. The rule
for us at Google
is simple – don’t
bribe anybody,
anytime, for any
reason.

Non-
government
relationships

You should be
careful when you
give gifts and pay
for meals,
entertainment or
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any government
employee;
candidate for
public office; or
employee of
government-
owned or 
controlled
companies,
public
international
organizations, or
political parties.
Several laws
around the world,
including the
U.S. Foreign
Corrupt Practices
Act and the UK
Bribery Act,
specifically
prohibit offering
or giving
anything of value
to government
officials to
influence official
action or to
secure an
improper
advantage. This
not only includes
traditional gifts,
but also things
like meals, travel,
political or
charitable
contributions and
job offers for
government
officials’
relatives. Never
give gifts to thank
government
officials for doing
their jobs. By
contrast, it can
be permissible to
make infrequent
and moderate
expenditures for
gifts and
business
entertainment for
government









From:
To: Hajduk, Alexander M.
Subject: Re: Follow up from our conversation concerning charge against Google, Inc., 32-CA-164766
Date: Friday, December 4, 2015 4:57:16 PM
Attachments: -20150312.pdf

Email from HR regarding the stray comment in March 2015.

On Fri, Dec 4, 2015 at 12:56 PM,  wrote:
> Harassment policy + policy update slides
>
> The section describing the controversy in which I was involved
> (Industryinfo) starts on slide 14.
>
>
> On Fri, Dec 4, 2015 at 12:25 PM,  wrote:
>> Attaching company policies.
>>
>>
>>
>> On Tue, Nov 24, 2015 at 12:41 PM,  wrote:
>>> Sure thing.  Please see attached.
>>>
>>> (FWIW, they're not "supposed" to snoop on our personal gmail accounts,
>>> and I haven't been storing anything sensitive there.)
>>>
>>>
>>>
>>> On Tue, Nov 24, 2015 at 12:21 PM, Hajduk, Alexander M.
>>> <Alexander.Hajduk@nlrb.gov> wrote:
>>>> Hello 
>>>>
>>>> I think in this situation, since the charge is against Google, it'd be prudent (at least for the sake of
appearances) to just send the attachments directly rather than using the Google Docs system.  As a practical matter,
even if the Employer weren’t Google, our electronic case handling system doesn’t work too well with documents
that aren’t individually attached and separately uploaded.  I had this issue come up recently in a different case and
the dropbox/ZIP file nearly crashed our system, which I can only assume is due to the fact that our system is being
held together with duct tape and bailing wire.
>>>>
>>>> In any event, just email me the attachments individually and I'll take care of uploading them into the official
case file.
>>>>
>>>> Thanks for your help with this.
>>>>
>>>> -Alex Hajduk
>>>> NLRB
>>>>
>>>> -----Original Message-----
>>>> From:  [mailto ]
>>>> Sent: Tuesday, November 24, 2015 11:18 AM
>>>> To: Hajduk, Alexander M. <Alexander.Hajduk@nlrb.gov>
>>>> Subject: Re: Follow up from our conversation concerning charge against Google, Inc., 32-CA-164766
>>>>
>>>> Hi Alex,
>>>>

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C) (b) (6), (b) (7)(C)



>>>> I sent you a link to the requested information on Google Docs, as that is where my colleagues and I have been
editing/sharing/reviewing items relevant to our case.  You may need to register your @nlrb.gov email address using
this form:
>>>>
>>>> https://accounts.google.com/signupwithoutgmail?hl=en
>>>>
>>>> If that's too much trouble, let me know and I'll just send them as an email attachment.
>>>>
>>>> As for the documents:
>>>>
>>>> NLRB-charge-timeline has a high-level description of the alleged NLRA violation, a writeup on the specific
workplace issues we're trying to resolve through PCA, and a timeline with specific examples that demonstrate the
"concertedness" of the PCA.
>>>>
>>>> loveletters.pdf contains my warning letter, my lawyer's complaint about it, and the Google lawyer's rebuttal.
>>>>
>>>> NLRB-charge-final is a scanned copy of the 501 form that I filled out with Jennifer Kaufman yesterday.  I
mailed this document to Google, certified with return receipt requested, this morning.
>>>>
>>>> Thanks!
>>>>
>>>>
>>>> On Tue, Nov 24, 2015 at 10:40 AM, Hajduk, Alexander M.
>>>> <Alexander.Hajduk@nlrb.gov> wrote:
>>>>> Hello again ,
>>>>>
>>>>>
>>>>>
>>>>> I wanted to thank you for our conversation this morning and the
>>>>> preliminary details about your charge.  As we discussed, I have
>>>>> penciled you in for your affidavit appointment on December 4, 2015,
>>>>> starting at 11 am.  We are located in the Oakland Federal Building at
>>>>> 1301 Clay Street, Room 300N, Oakland, CA 94612.  Since you’ll be
>>>>> driving up from Mountain View, I should let you know that there is
>>>>> street parking around the federal building (though this is often hit
>>>>> or miss) as well as several private parking lots, including one on MLK
>>>>> Jr. Way (which is where most folks park).  The caveat with that is
>>>>> while the Agency doesn’t validate that parking garage will accept validations if you purchase something
from one of the nearby cafes.
>>>>> Regarding the building itself, we’re in the North Tower on the third
>>>>> floor, but I should mention that since we’re in a federal building the
>>>>> security will be airport-level intense, so prepare for that.
>>>>>
>>>>>
>>>>>
>>>>> All that having been said, please feel free to email me at this
>>>>> address or call me at my office number below if you have any questions
>>>>> or concerns both prior to and after your affidavit.  As we mentioned,
>>>>> you can use this address to send whatever preparatory materials you
>>>>> have in support of your charge, but for any other materials that you
>>>>> have in non-electronic format, please bring those with you on December 4.
>>>>>
>>>>>
>>>>>
>>>>> Otherwise, I look forward to meeting you and thanks again.
>>>>>
>>>>>
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>>>>>
>>>>> Alexander M. Hajduk
>>>>>
>>>>> Senior Field Examiner
>>>>>
>>>>> National Labor Relations Board
>>>>>
>>>>> Region 32 – Oakland, CA
>>>>>
>>>>> Office: (510) 637-3271
>>>>>
>>>>> Fax: (510) 637-3315
>>>>>
>>>>>







From:
To: Hajduk, Alexander M.
Subject: Re: Follow up from our conversation concerning charge against Google, Inc., 32-CA-164766
Date: Friday, December 4, 2015 6:42:08 PM
Attachments: firing-meme-discussion-pca.pdf

Here is the discussion from 2015-04-24 regarding the "firing meme."

On Fri, Dec 4, 2015 at 1:56 PM,  wrote:
> Email from HR regarding the stray comment in March 2015.
>
> On Fri, Dec 4, 2015 at 12:56 PM,  wrote:
>> Harassment policy + policy update slides
>>
>> The section describing the controversy in which I was involved
>> (Industryinfo) starts on slide 14.
>>
>>
>> On Fri, Dec 4, 2015 at 12:25 PM,  wrote:
>>> Attaching company policies.
>>>
>>>
>>>
>>> On Tue, Nov 24, 2015 at 12:41 PM,  wrote:
>>>> Sure thing.  Please see attached.
>>>>
>>>> (FWIW, they're not "supposed" to snoop on our personal gmail accounts,
>>>> and I haven't been storing anything sensitive there.)
>>>>
>>>>
>>>>
>>>> On Tue, Nov 24, 2015 at 12:21 PM, Hajduk, Alexander M.
>>>> <Alexander.Hajduk@nlrb.gov> wrote:
>>>>> Hello 
>>>>>
>>>>> I think in this situation, since the charge is against Google, it'd be prudent (at least for the sake of
appearances) to just send the attachments directly rather than using the Google Docs system.  As a practical matter,
even if the Employer weren’t Google, our electronic case handling system doesn’t work too well with documents
that aren’t individually attached and separately uploaded.  I had this issue come up recently in a different case and
the dropbox/ZIP file nearly crashed our system, which I can only assume is due to the fact that our system is being
held together with duct tape and bailing wire.
>>>>>
>>>>> In any event, just email me the attachments individually and I'll take care of uploading them into the official
case file.
>>>>>
>>>>> Thanks for your help with this.
>>>>>
>>>>> -Alex Hajduk
>>>>> NLRB
>>>>>
>>>>> -----Original Message-----
>>>>> From:  [mailto ]
>>>>> Sent: Tuesday, November 24, 2015 11:18 AM
>>>>> To: Hajduk, Alexander M. <Alexander.Hajduk@nlrb.gov>
>>>>> Subject: Re: Follow up from our conversation concerning charge against Google, Inc., 32-CA-164766

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C) (b) (6), (b) (7)(C)



>>>>>
>>>>> Hi Alex,
>>>>>
>>>>> I sent you a link to the requested information on Google Docs, as that is where my colleagues and I have
been editing/sharing/reviewing items relevant to our case.  You may need to register your @nlrb.gov email address
using this form:
>>>>>
>>>>> https://accounts.google.com/signupwithoutgmail?hl=en
>>>>>
>>>>> If that's too much trouble, let me know and I'll just send them as an email attachment.
>>>>>
>>>>> As for the documents:
>>>>>
>>>>> NLRB-charge-timeline has a high-level description of the alleged NLRA violation, a writeup on the specific
workplace issues we're trying to resolve through PCA, and a timeline with specific examples that demonstrate the
"concertedness" of the PCA.
>>>>>
>>>>> loveletters.pdf contains my warning letter, my lawyer's complaint about it, and the Google lawyer's rebuttal.
>>>>>
>>>>> NLRB-charge-final is a scanned copy of the 501 form that I filled out with Jennifer Kaufman yesterday.  I
mailed this document to Google, certified with return receipt requested, this morning.
>>>>>
>>>>> Thanks!
>>>>>
>>>>>
>>>>> On Tue, Nov 24, 2015 at 10:40 AM, Hajduk, Alexander M.
>>>>> <Alexander.Hajduk@nlrb.gov> wrote:
>>>>>> Hello again ,
>>>>>>
>>>>>>
>>>>>>
>>>>>> I wanted to thank you for our conversation this morning and the
>>>>>> preliminary details about your charge.  As we discussed, I have
>>>>>> penciled you in for your affidavit appointment on December 4, 2015,
>>>>>> starting at 11 am.  We are located in the Oakland Federal Building at
>>>>>> 1301 Clay Street, Room 300N, Oakland, CA 94612.  Since you’ll be
>>>>>> driving up from Mountain View, I should let you know that there is
>>>>>> street parking around the federal building (though this is often hit
>>>>>> or miss) as well as several private parking lots, including one on MLK
>>>>>> Jr. Way (which is where most folks park).  The caveat with that is
>>>>>> while the Agency doesn’t validate that parking garage will accept validations if you purchase something
from one of the nearby cafes.
>>>>>> Regarding the building itself, we’re in the North Tower on the third
>>>>>> floor, but I should mention that since we’re in a federal building the
>>>>>> security will be airport-level intense, so prepare for that.
>>>>>>
>>>>>>
>>>>>>
>>>>>> All that having been said, please feel free to email me at this
>>>>>> address or call me at my office number below if you have any questions
>>>>>> or concerns both prior to and after your affidavit.  As we mentioned,
>>>>>> you can use this address to send whatever preparatory materials you
>>>>>> have in support of your charge, but for any other materials that you
>>>>>> have in non-electronic format, please bring those with you on December 4.
>>>>>>
>>>>>>
>>>>>>
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>>>>>> Otherwise, I look forward to meeting you and thanks again.
>>>>>>
>>>>>>
>>>>>>
>>>>>> Alexander M. Hajduk
>>>>>>
>>>>>> Senior Field Examiner
>>>>>>
>>>>>> National Labor Relations Board
>>>>>>
>>>>>> Region 32 – Oakland, CA
>>>>>>
>>>>>> Office: (510) 637-3271
>>>>>>
>>>>>> Fax: (510) 637-3315
>>>>>>
>>>>>>









From:
To: Hajduk, Alexander M.
Subject: Re: Follow up from our conversation concerning charge against Google, Inc., 32-CA-164766
Date: Friday, December 4, 2015 6:47:18 PM
Attachments: -gplus-dear-hr-thread.pdf

Here is the open letter to HR from 2015-05-08.

On Fri, Dec 4, 2015 at 3:41 PM,  wrote:
> Here is the discussion from 2015-04-24 regarding the "firing meme."
>
> On Fri, Dec 4, 2015 at 1:56 PM,  wrote:
>> Email from HR regarding the stray comment in March 2015.
>>
>> On Fri, Dec 4, 2015 at 12:56 PM,  wrote:
>>> Harassment policy + policy update slides
>>>
>>> The section describing the controversy in which I was involved
>>> (Industryinfo) starts on slide 14.
>>>
>>>
>>> On Fri, Dec 4, 2015 at 12:25 PM,  wrote:
>>>> Attaching company policies.
>>>>
>>>>
>>>>
>>>> On Tue, Nov 24, 2015 at 12:41 PM,  wrote:
>>>>> Sure thing.  Please see attached.
>>>>>
>>>>> (FWIW, they're not "supposed" to snoop on our personal gmail accounts,
>>>>> and I haven't been storing anything sensitive there.)
>>>>>
>>>>>
>>>>>
>>>>> On Tue, Nov 24, 2015 at 12:21 PM, Hajduk, Alexander M.
>>>>> <Alexander.Hajduk@nlrb.gov> wrote:
>>>>>> Hello ,
>>>>>>
>>>>>> I think in this situation, since the charge is against Google, it'd be prudent (at least for the sake of
appearances) to just send the attachments directly rather than using the Google Docs system.  As a practical matter,
even if the Employer weren’t Google, our electronic case handling system doesn’t work too well with documents
that aren’t individually attached and separately uploaded.  I had this issue come up recently in a different case and
the dropbox/ZIP file nearly crashed our system, which I can only assume is due to the fact that our system is being
held together with duct tape and bailing wire.
>>>>>>
>>>>>> In any event, just email me the attachments individually and I'll take care of uploading them into the
official case file.
>>>>>>
>>>>>> Thanks for your help with this.
>>>>>>
>>>>>> -Alex Hajduk
>>>>>> NLRB
>>>>>>
>>>>>> -----Original Message-----
>>>>>> From:  [mailto: ]
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>>>>>> Sent: Tuesday, November 24, 2015 11:18 AM
>>>>>> To: Hajduk, Alexander M. <Alexander.Hajduk@nlrb.gov>
>>>>>> Subject: Re: Follow up from our conversation concerning charge against Google, Inc., 32-CA-164766
>>>>>>
>>>>>> Hi Alex,
>>>>>>
>>>>>> I sent you a link to the requested information on Google Docs, as that is where my colleagues and I have
been editing/sharing/reviewing items relevant to our case.  You may need to register your @nlrb.gov email address
using this form:
>>>>>>
>>>>>> https://accounts.google.com/signupwithoutgmail?hl=en
>>>>>>
>>>>>> If that's too much trouble, let me know and I'll just send them as an email attachment.
>>>>>>
>>>>>> As for the documents:
>>>>>>
>>>>>> NLRB-charge-timeline has a high-level description of the alleged NLRA violation, a writeup on the
specific workplace issues we're trying to resolve through PCA, and a timeline with specific examples that
demonstrate the "concertedness" of the PCA.
>>>>>>
>>>>>> loveletters.pdf contains my warning letter, my lawyer's complaint about it, and the Google lawyer's
rebuttal.
>>>>>>
>>>>>> NLRB-charge-final is a scanned copy of the 501 form that I filled out with Jennifer Kaufman yesterday.  I
mailed this document to Google, certified with return receipt requested, this morning.
>>>>>>
>>>>>> Thanks!
>>>>>>
>>>>>>
>>>>>> On Tue, Nov 24, 2015 at 10:40 AM, Hajduk, Alexander M.
>>>>>> <Alexander.Hajduk@nlrb.gov> wrote:
>>>>>>> Hello again ,
>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>
>>>>>>> I wanted to thank you for our conversation this morning and the
>>>>>>> preliminary details about your charge.  As we discussed, I have
>>>>>>> penciled you in for your affidavit appointment on December 4, 2015,
>>>>>>> starting at 11 am.  We are located in the Oakland Federal Building at
>>>>>>> 1301 Clay Street, Room 300N, Oakland, CA 94612.  Since you’ll be
>>>>>>> driving up from Mountain View, I should let you know that there is
>>>>>>> street parking around the federal building (though this is often hit
>>>>>>> or miss) as well as several private parking lots, including one on MLK
>>>>>>> Jr. Way (which is where most folks park).  The caveat with that is
>>>>>>> while the Agency doesn’t validate that parking garage will accept validations if you purchase something
from one of the nearby cafes.
>>>>>>> Regarding the building itself, we’re in the North Tower on the third
>>>>>>> floor, but I should mention that since we’re in a federal building the
>>>>>>> security will be airport-level intense, so prepare for that.
>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>
>>>>>>> All that having been said, please feel free to email me at this
>>>>>>> address or call me at my office number below if you have any questions
>>>>>>> or concerns both prior to and after your affidavit.  As we mentioned,
>>>>>>> you can use this address to send whatever preparatory materials you
>>>>>>> have in support of your charge, but for any other materials that you
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>>>>>>> have in non-electronic format, please bring those with you on December 4.
>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>
>>>>>>> Otherwise, I look forward to meeting you and thanks again.
>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>
>>>>>>> Alexander M. Hajduk
>>>>>>>
>>>>>>> Senior Field Examiner
>>>>>>>
>>>>>>> National Labor Relations Board
>>>>>>>
>>>>>>> Region 32 – Oakland, CA
>>>>>>>
>>>>>>> Office: (510) 637-3271
>>>>>>>
>>>>>>> Fax: (510) 637-3315
>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>















11/19/2015 Dear HR (and I know you're watching, because I'm paranoid): If someone makes a…

https://plus.sandbox.google.com/u/0/106907782305510911372/posts/CgfrtpdF6ta?cfem=1 7/7



From:
To: Hajduk, Alexander M.
Subject: Re: Follow up from our conversation concerning charge against Google, Inc., 32-CA-164766
Date: Friday, December 4, 2015 8:05:04 PM
Attachments: internal-communications-draft.pdf

employee-communication-policy-20151204.pdf

Here is the new Employee Communications Policy.  Note that the draft
version posted earlier (which did not become official) mentioned PCA
by name.

On Fri, Dec 4, 2015 at 4:15 PM,  wrote:
> Here is the complete  G+ thread from 2015-08-06 (minus the comments
> from people who have me blocked).
>
>
> On Fri, Dec 4, 2015 at 3:50 PM,  wrote:
>> Here is the email trail involving HR and Respect from 2015-05-20.
>>
>>
>> On Fri, Dec 4, 2015 at 3:46 PM,  wrote:
>>> Here is the open letter to HR from 2015-05-08.
>>>
>>> On Fri, Dec 4, 2015 at 3:41 PM,  wrote:
>>>> Here is the discussion from 2015-04-24 regarding the "firing meme."
>>>>
>>>> On Fri, Dec 4, 2015 at 1:56 PM,  wrote:
>>>>> Email from HR regarding the stray comment in March 2015.
>>>>>
>>>>> On Fri, Dec 4, 2015 at 12:56 PM,  wrote:
>>>>>> Harassment policy + policy update slides
>>>>>>
>>>>>> The section describing the controversy in which I was involved
>>>>>> (Industryinfo) starts on slide 14.
>>>>>>
>>>>>>
>>>>>> On Fri, Dec 4, 2015 at 12:25 PM,  wrote:
>>>>>>> Attaching company policies.
>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>
>>>>>>> On Tue, Nov 24, 2015 at 12:41 PM,  wrote:
>>>>>>>> Sure thing.  Please see attached.
>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>> (FWIW, they're not "supposed" to snoop on our personal gmail accounts,
>>>>>>>> and I haven't been storing anything sensitive there.)
>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>> On Tue, Nov 24, 2015 at 12:21 PM, Hajduk, Alexander M.
>>>>>>>> <Alexander.Hajduk@nlrb.gov> wrote:
>>>>>>>>> Hello ,
>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>> I think in this situation, since the charge is against Google, it'd be prudent (at least for the sake of
appearances) to just send the attachments directly rather than using the Google Docs system.  As a practical matter,
even if the Employer weren’t Google, our electronic case handling system doesn’t work too well with documents
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that aren’t individually attached and separately uploaded.  I had this issue come up recently in a different case and
the dropbox/ZIP file nearly crashed our system, which I can only assume is due to the fact that our system is being
held together with duct tape and bailing wire.
>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>> In any event, just email me the attachments individually and I'll take care of uploading them into the
official case file.
>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>> Thanks for your help with this.
>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>> -Alex Hajduk
>>>>>>>>> NLRB
>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>> -----Original Message-----
>>>>>>>>> From:  [mailto ]
>>>>>>>>> Sent: Tuesday, November 24, 2015 11:18 AM
>>>>>>>>> To: Hajduk, Alexander M. <Alexander.Hajduk@nlrb.gov>
>>>>>>>>> Subject: Re: Follow up from our conversation concerning charge against Google, Inc., 32-CA-164766
>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>> Hi Alex,
>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>> I sent you a link to the requested information on Google Docs, as that is where my colleagues and I
have been editing/sharing/reviewing items relevant to our case.  You may need to register your @nlrb.gov email
address using this form:
>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>> https://accounts.google.com/signupwithoutgmail?hl=en
>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>> If that's too much trouble, let me know and I'll just send them as an email attachment.
>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>> As for the documents:
>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>> NLRB-charge-timeline has a high-level description of the alleged NLRA violation, a writeup on the
specific workplace issues we're trying to resolve through PCA, and a timeline with specific examples that
demonstrate the "concertedness" of the PCA.
>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>> loveletters.pdf contains my warning letter, my lawyer's complaint about it, and the Google lawyer's
rebuttal.
>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>> NLRB-charge-final is a scanned copy of the 501 form that I filled out with Jennifer Kaufman
yesterday.  I mailed this document to Google, certified with return receipt requested, this morning.
>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>> Thanks!
>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>> On Tue, Nov 24, 2015 at 10:40 AM, Hajduk, Alexander M.
>>>>>>>>> <Alexander.Hajduk@nlrb.gov> wrote:
>>>>>>>>>> Hello again ,
>>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>>> I wanted to thank you for our conversation this morning and the
>>>>>>>>>> preliminary details about your charge.  As we discussed, I have
>>>>>>>>>> penciled you in for your affidavit appointment on December 4, 2015,
>>>>>>>>>> starting at 11 am.  We are located in the Oakland Federal Building at
>>>>>>>>>> 1301 Clay Street, Room 300N, Oakland, CA 94612.  Since you’ll be
>>>>>>>>>> driving up from Mountain View, I should let you know that there is
>>>>>>>>>> street parking around the federal building (though this is often hit
>>>>>>>>>> or miss) as well as several private parking lots, including one on MLK
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>>>>>>>>>> Jr. Way (which is where most folks park).  The caveat with that is
>>>>>>>>>> while the Agency doesn’t validate that parking garage will accept validations if you purchase
something from one of the nearby cafes.
>>>>>>>>>> Regarding the building itself, we’re in the North Tower on the third
>>>>>>>>>> floor, but I should mention that since we’re in a federal building the
>>>>>>>>>> security will be airport-level intense, so prepare for that.
>>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>>> All that having been said, please feel free to email me at this
>>>>>>>>>> address or call me at my office number below if you have any questions
>>>>>>>>>> or concerns both prior to and after your affidavit.  As we mentioned,
>>>>>>>>>> you can use this address to send whatever preparatory materials you
>>>>>>>>>> have in support of your charge, but for any other materials that you
>>>>>>>>>> have in non-electronic format, please bring those with you on December 4.
>>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>>> Otherwise, I look forward to meeting you and thanks again.
>>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>>> Alexander M. Hajduk
>>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>>> Senior Field Examiner
>>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>>> National Labor Relations Board
>>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>>> Region 32 – Oakland, CA
>>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>>> Office: (510) 637-3271
>>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>>> Fax: (510) 637-3315
>>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>>>



From:
To: Hajduk, Alexander M.
Subject: Re: Google Collaborators
Date: Wednesday, December 9, 2015 5:49:46 PM

One other thing I remembered from my conversation with  on the
morning of 8/19:

He said that HR and Employee Relations had put together an internal
report regarding the  G+ thread.  My situation is described in this
report.  If we can subpoena this report I think it would be useful,
and it may expose additional violations of Google employees' rights.

On Sun, Dec 6, 2015 at 2:37 PM,  wrote:
> Hi Alex,
>
> Here is the contact info for a few of the key people mentioned in my
> documentation:
>
>
>  - received a warning letter for
> protesting discriminatory language in the "go/derail" document.  
> protests were primarily directed at ; in my
> 55-page doc I quoted a few of the comments where some peers had joined
>   I haven't seen  warning letter but  indicated that it
> contained similarly vague language to mine, and  was unable to get
> clarification on how anything  did actually violated any rules.
>
> Timeframe:  2015.
>
>
>  - denied promotion.
>  internal G+ page has long been a de-facto gathering spot for
> employees who are protesting certain aspects of the work environment,
> primarily involving politics and the performance review process.
>  has made a number of postings regarding the unfairness of the
> latter process, expressing frustration over being repeatedly denied
> promotions for no clear reason.   page has an entire subsection
> called "Perf and Promo Complaints."   kind of a stubborn,
> independent person so  might need a little coaxing to cooperate with
> the government, but  really does want  promotion.  Promo
> committees generate almost zero feedback to employees; you may find a
> smoking gun if you can subpoena their records.
>
> In my 5/20 correspondence with  I specifically
> mentioned this case, reminding HR that it will be harder to make
> adverse employment decisions against white males "stick" if they allow
> anti-white-male screeds to be plastered all over the company's
> internal discussion forums.
>
> Timeframe: Not sure.  The 180-day deadline may have passed since 
> last attempt.   have another chance to apply for promo in Q1
> 2016.
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>
>
>  - received a letter of reprimand
> for protesting hiring discrimination (see the 55-page document for
> details) to .  This happened while  was in
> ; now  works out of .  The fact that  is in Europe may
> complicate matters.  However, do note that Google is already in
> trouble with the EU over antitrust issues.  It is possible that the
> company would be willing to reverse their retaliatory actions against
>  in order to avoid compounding their legal troubles with the EU
> regulators.
>
> Even if all else fails, getting  letter into evidence may bolster our case.
>
> Timeframe:  2015.  The 180-day deadline has passed.
>
>
>  - was terminated on a pretextual PIP.
> When I've chatted with  privately  has expressed interest in
> filing a charge.   has been active on several threads
> discussing/protesting working conditions, and was verbally reprimanded
> for one thread just a few days before  PIP started.  Part of the
> challenge here will involve finding and documenting the posts that are
> relevant to  case; I found a few, but I think we'll need more
> context.
>
> Timeframe:  termination was on or about 2015-
>
>
> @google.com> - was denied an "easy"
> promotion that  was expecting.   has been active on several
> threads discussing workplace bullying and politics, and was one of the
> original members of the "g/freespeech" group.  Might be out on
>  leave now (this can take up to ).
>
> Timeframe:  2015.
>
>
> I have sent all of them your contact info, encouraging them to reach
> out to you and informing them that you may try to talk to anyone whose
> name came up in my report.
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From: Friedman, Ross H.
To: Hajduk, Alexander M.
Subject: Re: EAJA letter requesting evidence in Google, Inc., 32-CA-164766
Date: Tuesday, January 12, 2016 2:21:03 PM

Alex-

FYI, position statement coming to you today. 

Thanks-
Ross

Ross H. Friedman
Morgan, Lewis & Bockius LLP
77 West Wacker Drive | Chicago, IL 60601
Direct: +1.312.324.1172 | Main: +1.312.324.1000 | Fax: +1.312.324.1001 |
Mobile: +1.773.497.7677
rfriedman@morganlewis.com | www.morganlewis.com
Assistant: Linda Leslie | +1.312.324.1173 |lleslie@morganlewis.com

On Dec 21, 2015, at 5:31 PM, Hajduk, Alexander M. <Alexander.Hajduk@nlrb.gov> wrote:

Hello again Ross,
 
Thanks for your patience on this.  Before I get to the EOT request, I wanted to just
quickly let you know about my schedule here in the office over the coming weeks.  So
I’ll be out of the office in Chicago for Xmas leave between 12/24 and 1/12, when I’ll be
back in the office.  But I’ll still be available over email during that time if something
comes up.
 
On the EOT request, if the Employer is willing to make available any witnesses for
affidavits during the week of January 18, then the deadline for the Employer’s
documents and position statement would be January 11.  However, if the Employer
isn’t willing to do this, then the furthest out the Region can go on the EOT is to January
5.
 
So that’s that.  I apologize for including the information about my schedule in the
coming weeks, but I thought it was necessary to tell you that because if the Employer
submits its documents and position statement on January 5, I won’t be able to get to it
until January 12.
 
Thanks Ross and I hope you have a merry Xmas and good New Year.
 
-Alex Hajduk
NLRB
 



From: Friedman, Ross H. [mailto:rfriedman@morganlewis.com] 
Sent: Friday, December 18, 2015 12:49 PM
To: Hajduk, Alexander M. <Alexander.Hajduk@nlrb.gov>
Subject: RE: EAJA letter requesting evidence in Google, Inc., 32-CA-164766
 
Sounds good.  Hope you are doing OK.  Call me whenever you have a chance.  I’m out
of the office the next two weeks but almost always available at 773-497-7677.
 
Thanks-
Ross
 
Ross H. Friedman
Morgan, Lewis & Bockius LLP
77 West Wacker Drive | Chicago, IL 60601
Direct: +1.312.324.1172 | Main: +1.312.324.1000 | Fax: +1.312.324.1001 | Mobile:
+1.773.497.7677
rfriedman@morganlewis.com | www.morganlewis.com
Assistant: Linda Leslie | +1.312.324.1173 | lleslie@morganlewis.com
 
 

From: Hajduk, Alexander M. [mailto:Alexander.Hajduk@nlrb.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, December 17, 2015 5:42 PM
To: Friedman, Ross H.
Subject: Re: EAJA letter requesting evidence in Google, Inc., 32-CA-164766
 
Hey Ross,
 
I've been out of the office this past week on sick leave and I'm likely coming back to the
office on Monday. I'll forward your request up the chain, but I don't foresee any
problems. We'll chat on Monday if you're available.
 
Thanks,
Alex

Sent from my iPhone

On Dec 17, 2015, at 11:30 AM, Friedman, Ross H. <rfriedman@morganlewis.com>
wrote:

Hey Alex- just checking to see if you got my message a couple days ago. 
We’re looking for an extension into January for the position statement
response, ideally to 1/11.  Lots of documents here and hard to get access
to people this time of year.  Also, FYI –  has also filed an EEOC charge.
 
Ross H. Friedman
Morgan, Lewis & Bockius LLP
77 West Wacker Drive | Chicago, IL 60601
Direct: +1.312.324.1172 | Main: +1.312.324.1000 | Fax: +1.312.324.1001 |
Mobile: +1.773.497.7677
rfriedman@morganlewis.com | www.morganlewis.com
Assistant: Linda Leslie | +1.312.324.1173 | lleslie@morganlewis.com
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From: Hajduk, Alexander M. [mailto:Alexander.Hajduk@nlrb.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 09, 2015 2:49 PM
To: Friedman, Ross H.
Subject: EAJA letter requesting evidence in Google, Inc., 32-CA-164766
Importance: High
 
Hello again Ross,
 
I hope that this email finds you well.  As promised, I’m sending along a
PDF copy of the EAJA letter in the above-referenced case.  I’m going to be
leaving the office in a short bit to finish the second day of a two day, 800
person election, and I’ll be out of the office on sick leave tomorrow and
Friday, but I’ll be back on Monday, so if you’d like to chat about this case
then, please feel free to give me a call.
 
Otherwise, I look forward to hearing from you.  Let me know if you have
any questions or concerns.
 
Thanks,
 
Alexander M. Hajduk
Field Examiner
National Labor Relations Board
Region 32 – Oakland, CA
Office: (510) 637-3271
Fax: (510) 637-3315
 
 

DISCLAIMER
This e-mail message is intended only for the personal use
of the recipient(s) named above. This message may be an
attorney-client communication and as such privileged and
confidential and/or it may include attorney work product.
If you are not an intended recipient, you may not review,
copy or distribute this message. If you have received this
communication in error, please notify us immediately by
e-mail and delete the original message.



From:
To: Hajduk, Alexander M.
Subject: Google company policies
Date: Friday, February 5, 2016 9:08:28 PM
Attachments: code-of-conduct-20151010.pdf

appropriate-conduct-policy-20151010.pdf

Attached please find the Code of Conduct and Appropriate Conduct Policy.

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)







   

      

   
      

 

       
   

    
   

 
 

  
 

  
        

         
 

  
        
     
       

  
      

     
         

       
 

    
     

   
    
     

    
    
   

         
          

      

            



  

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 

  
Download 

NLRB 
Mobile App 

REGION 32 
1301 Clay St Ste 300N 
Oakland, CA 94612-5224 

Agency Website: www.nlrb.gov 
Telephone: (510)637-3300 
Fax: (510)637-3315 

March 2, 2016 

JENN BLACKSTONE, SENIOR COUNSEL 
GOOGLE, INC. 
1600 AMPHITHEATRE PKWY 
MOUNTAIN VIEW, CA 94043-1351 

Re: Google, Inc. 
 Case 32-CA-164766 
 

Dear Blackstone: 

Enclosed is a copy of the first amended charge that has been filed in this case.   

Investigator:  This charge is being investigated by Field Examiner Alexander M. Hajduk 
whose telephone number is (510)637-3271.  If the agent is not available, you may contact 
Deputy Regional Attorney Jeffrey L. Henze whose telephone number is (510)637-3285. 

Presentation of Your Evidence:  As you know, we seek prompt resolutions of labor 
disputes.  Therefore, I urge you or your representative to submit a complete written account of 
the facts and a statement of your position with respect to the allegations in the first amended 
charge as soon as possible.  If the Board agent later asks for more evidence, I strongly urge you 
or your representative to cooperate fully by promptly presenting all evidence relevant to the 
investigation.  In this way, the case can be fully investigated more quickly. 

Procedures:  Your right to representation, the means of presenting evidence, and a 
description of our procedures, including how to submit documents, was described in the letter 
sent to you with the original charge in this matter.  If you have any questions, please contact the 
Board agent.   

Very truly yours, 

  

George Velastegui 
Regional Director 

Enclosure:  Copy of first amended charge 

cc: ROSS H. FRIEDMAN, ATTORNEY 
MORGAN LEWIS & BOCKIUS, LLP 
77 W WACKER DR FL 5 
CHICAGO, IL 60601-1671 

 
 



      

 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

BEFORE THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 

 
GOOGLE, INC. 

 Charged Party 

 and 

 

 Charging Party 

 

 
 
 
 
 
Case 32-CA-164766 
 

 

AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE OF FIRST AMENDED CHARGE AGAINST EMPLOYER  

I, the undersigned employee of the National Labor Relations Board, being duly sworn, say that 
on March 2, 2016, I served the above-entitled document(s) by regular mail upon the following 
persons, addressed to them at the following addresses: 

JENN BLACKSTONE, SENIOR COUNSEL 
GOOGLE, INC. 
1600 AMPHITHEATRE PKWY 
MOUNTAIN VIEW, CA 94043-1351 

 
 

ROSS H. FRIEDMAN, ATTORNEY 
MORGAN LEWIS & BOCKIUS, LLP 
77 W WACKER DR FL 5 
CHICAGO, IL 60601-1671 

 
 

 
March 2, 2016  Cathy Hendrick, Designated Agent of 

NLRB 
Date  Name 

 
Cathy Hendrick 

   
  Signature 
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United States Government 
National Labor Relations Board 
OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL 
Advice Memorandum 

   S.A.M. DATE: May 31, 2016 

  TO: George P. Velastegui, Regional Director 
Region 32 

  FROM: Barry J. Kearney, Associate General Counsel 
Division of Advice 

  SUBJECT: Google, Inc. 
Case 32-CA-164766 

506-0170 
506-2001-5000 
506-4033-1200 
506-6080-0800 
512-5012-0125 
512-5012-3322 
512-5036-0117 

   
 The Region submitted this case for advice as to whether Google, Inc. (“the 
Employer”) violated Section 8(a)(1) of the Act by issuing a final written warning to the 
Charging Party after  and like-minded coworkers posted complaints about 
workplace diversity policies on the Employer’s internal social networking platform 
and requested clarification of what comments they could post on that platform 
without violating the Employer’s rules.  The Region also requested advice on whether 
a nationwide notice posting would be necessary to remedy the alleged unlawful 
discipline. 
 
 We conclude that the Charging Party’s comments on the Employer’s internal 
social networking platform constituted concerted activity that did not lose the Act’s 
protection, and therefore the Employer violated Section 8(a)(1) by issuing  a final 
written warning and threatening  for engaging in that conduct.  We further find 
that the Employer violated Section 8(a)(1) by maintaining workplace rules that are 
unlawfully overbroad.  Finally, we conclude that a nationwide notice posting to 
remedy the violations is appropriate. 
 

FACTS 
 
 The Employer is engaged in the business of developing and providing information 
technology, web development, internet-related services, online advertising 
technologies, search systems, cloud computing, and related software.  It has 
approximately 60,000 employees worldwide and is headquartered in Mountain View, 
California.  The Charging Party began working for the Employer on  

(b) (6),  
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as .1   is responsible for writing code, debugging operating 
systems, and performing related tasks. 
  
 The Employer hosts an intranet employee discussion forum, known as internal 
Google Plus (“G+”), that is only visible to and accessible by its employees.2  Any 
employee assigned to any Employer facility in the world can post messages on G+ 
“threads” relating to any topic, work and non-work alike.  Many employees post items 
of interest relating to their working assignments, their personal lives, and current 
events.  
 
 Shortly after  was hired, the Charging Party began observing and participating 
in conversations on G+.  In March, after  posted a meme, i.e., a photographic image 
with text, in a G+ discussion thread, the Employer gave  a verbal counseling for 

 post.  The thread included a discussion of a female coworker’s reported sexual 
harassment, and the Charging Party’s post stated, “I am woman, hear me roar … has 
a complete breakdown over some dude’s cheesy pickup line … things you should never 
say in a thread about harassment.”  Many of the Charging Party’s coworkers took 
offense with the meme and reported it to Human Resources.  A Human Resources 
Business Partner informed the Charging Party that  should not post comments like 
that.3  
 
 The Charging Party believed that certain employees were being harshly and 
unfairly criticized within the G+ online community for expressing unpopular social, 
political, and workplace policy viewpoints.  Specifically, the Charging Party believed 
that employees were unfairly denounced when they spoke out against the Employer’s 
various workplace diversity and social justice initiatives and stated that the programs 
disfavored white males.  The posted criticisms of such opinions were often contentious 
and included calls for those expressing the unpopular viewpoints to be disciplined or 
even terminated.  Because the Employer allows coworkers to submit comments to 
another employee’s supervisor, and those comments can in turn be used in evaluating 
the employee, the Charging Party also believed that  could be disciplined if 
commenters on G+ who disagreed with  submitted comments to  supervisor.  
 

               
1 All dates are in 2015. 

2 This internal forum is not to be confused with the public version of G+, which is a 
social media platform open to the general public.  All references to G+ in this 
memorandum are solely to the Employer’s internal discussion forum.  

3 The Charging Party does not include the verbal counseling that  received in 
 as part of the current charge.   
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 On April 22, the Charging Party observed a comment thread where employees 
harshly criticized a coworker for expressing  views against the Employer’s 
“diversity town hall” webcasts.  The coworker had written, “I’ve yet to see effective 
‘increasing diversity’ efforts which do not bring unfairness against white men (e.g. 
lowering the hiring bar for minorities, or arranging events where white men are or 
feel excluded).”  The coworker received negative feedback on the same discussion 
thread from other employees, including supervisors.  These included comments such 
as, “Frankly, I could care less about being ‘unfair’ to white men.  You already have all 
the advantages in the world.”  Others called for the coworker to be reported for  
comment.  The coworker’s manager later joined the discussion thread and apologized 
for the coworker’s comments, saying they were “not acceptable behavior” and that  
would resolve the matter “on the official channels.”  After reading the thread, the 
Charging Party sent an email to Human Resources supportive of the coworker and 
complaining about how employees had treated the coworker for criticizing the 
Employer’s workplace diversity initiatives.  Human Resources pledged to look into the 
matter further. 
 
 On April 24, the Charging Party began talking with four like-minded coworkers 
on a separate G+ discussion thread regarding their own experiences working for the 
Employer.4  The group discussed what they perceived to be the mistreatment of 
employees, such as themselves, who hold unpopular workplace views (including calls 
for their discipline), the Employer’s failure to react to reported concerns regarding 
such mistreatment, and some suggestions on preserving evidence. 
 
 On May 8, one of the Charging Party’s colleagues (who was also on the April 24 
discussion thread) wrote an open letter to Human Resources and posted it on G+.  The 
letter challenged Human Resources’ handling of complaints by employees holding 
unpopular workplace views.  The Charging Party commented on the thread where the 
letter was posted, echoing the author’s complaints that Human Resources failed to 
respond adequately to harassment complaints.  
 
 On May 20, the Charging Party emailed Human Resources and again complained 
about the mistreatment of coworkers on G+ for expressing views inconsistent with 
those held by a majority of employees.  The Charging Party raised concerns about 
employees being criticized for their political beliefs and targeted for their race or 
gender, and concerns about expressing unpopular opinions regarding workplace 
policies that could result in their discipline.  Human Resources replied and, 
thereafter, held two videoconferences with the Charging Party.  During the video 
conferences, a Human Resources representative said that  was aware of the issues 
and had acted on them where it was appropriate. 
 

               
4 It is unclear if this thread was private or viewable by all employees.  
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ACTION 
 
 We conclude that the Charging Party’s comments on G+ constituted concerted 
activity that did not lose the Act’s protection, and therefore the Employer violated 
Section 8(a)(1) by issuing  a final written warning and threatening  for 
engaging in that conduct.  We further conclude that the provisions of the Employer’s 
Appropriate Conduct Policy and Code of Conduct listed in the final written warning 
are unlawfully overbroad in violation of Section 8(a)(1).  Finally, we conclude that a 
nationwide notice posting and electronic distribution of the posting are appropriate 
remedies given the circumstances. 
 

A.  The Charging Party’s G+ Comments Constituted Concerted 
Activity that Did Not Lose the Act’s Protection. 

 
 Section 7 of the Act provides that employees have the right to engage in 
“concerted activities” for “mutual aid or protection.”6  Conduct is concerted when it is 
“engaged in with or on the authority of other employees,” or when an individual 
employee seeks “to initiate or to induce or to prepare for group action” or to bring 
group complaints to management’s attention.7  An individual acts on the authority of 
other employees even if not directly told to take a specific action if the concerns 
expressed by the individual employee to management are a “logical outgrowth of the 
concerns expressed by the group.”8  Mutual aid or protection “focuses on the goal of 
concerted activity; chiefly, whether the employee or employees involved are seeking to 
‘improve terms and conditions of employment or otherwise improve their lot as 
employees.’”9 
 
 Applying these principles, the Charging Party’s August 6 comments on G+ and 
emails to the  were concerted activity because they were the logical 

               
6 29 U.S.C. § 157.  See, e.g., Fresh & Easy Neighborhood Market, 361 NLRB No. 12, 
slip op. at 3 (Aug. 11, 2014). 

7 Id., slip op at 3 (quoting Meyers Industries, Inc. (Meyers II), 281 NLRB 882, 885, 887 
(1986), enfd. sub nom. Prill v. NLRB, 835 F.2d 1481 (D.C. Cir. 1987), cert. denied 487 
U.S. 1205 (1988)). 

8 Mike Yurosek & Son, 306 NLRB 1037, 1038-39 (1992) (finding four employees’ 
individual decisions to refuse overtime work were logical outgrowth of concerns they 
expressed as a group over new scheduling policy), supplemented by 310 NLRB 831 
(1993), enfd. 53 F.3d 261 (9th Cir. 1995). 

9 Fresh & Easy Neighborhood Mkt., Inc., 361 NLRB No. 12, slip op. at 3 (quoting 
Eastex, Inc. v. NLRB, 437 U.S. 556, 565 (1978)). 
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outgrowth of  prior conversations with coworkers about their terms and conditions 
of employment.  Namely, the Charging Party’s comments sought clarification from 
management about workplace rules, and protested the treatment of employees who 
hold unpopular viewpoints regarding the Employer’s workplace diversity initiatives.  
These were the exact topics that the Charging Party and  fellow employees 
previously had discussed among themselves and had expressed to Human Resources 
in multiple emails and postings on G+.10  While the Charging Party made the 
August 6 posting individually,  comments were clearly connected to  ongoing 
efforts to clarify and protest workplace policies in concert with like-minded coworkers.  
Moreover the comments, disseminated openly on G+, induced discussion and a group 
response when some coworkers replied favorably to the Charging Party’s post.  
Likewise, the Charging Party’s later emails to the  sought information 
on workplace policies in furtherance of  and  coworker’s ongoing efforts to clarify 
disciplinary rules.11  Thus, the Charging Party’s actions sought workplace changes on 
behalf of  coworkers.12 
 
 At the same time, the Charging Party’s actions were for “mutual aid or 
protection” because they were aimed at improving employment conditions and 
clarifying permissible workplace behavior, which had potential employment 
consequences for the Charging Party and like-minded coworkers.13  Namely, the 

               
10 See Five Star Transportation, 349 NLRB 42, 43-44, 47 (2007) (finding drivers were 
engaged in protected concerted activity where, after meeting as a group to discuss a 
change in bus contractors, they sent individual letters to school committee expressing 
a common desire to retain their negotiated terms and conditions of employment under 
prior contractor), enfd. 522 F.3d 46 (1st Cir. 2008); Hahner, Foreman & Harness, Inc., 
343 NLRB 1423, 1424 (2004) (employees engaged in concerted activity when they 
raised separate complaints to management after discussing complaints together). 

11 Hitachi Capital Am. Corp., 361 NLRB No. 19, slip op. at 1-2 (Aug. 8, 2014) 
(employee acted concertedly when she sent several emails to management questioning 
a workplace policy that the employer knew was of general concern to the workforce). 

12 See Every Woman’s Place, 282 NLRB 413, 413 (1986) (concerted activity where 
employee sought clarification of workplace policies on behalf of group), enfd. 833 F.2d 
1012 (6th Cir. 1987); cf. Long Ridge of Stamford, 362 NLRB No. 33, slip op. at 1-2 
(March 24, 2015) (finding employee “clearly engaged in protected concerted activity 
when he informed [employer’s administrator] of employees’ concerns regarding recent 
disciplinary actions and other terms of employment”). 

13 See Five Star Transportation, 349 NLRB at 47 (letters written by individual 
employees to employer were protected concerted activity for mutual aid or protection 
because the letters expressed concerns “within the context of the [employees’] common 
desire to retain their negotiated terms and conditions of employment”). 
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Charging Party sought information on how the Employer would enforce its workplace 
harassment rules, and if  and  coworkers would be disciplined for expressing 
disagreement with the Employer’s workplace diversity policies, which they perceived 
as having negative consequences for white men like themselves.14  “‘[P]roof that an 
employee action inures to the benefit of all’ is ‘proof that the action comes within the 
‘mutual aid or protection’ clause of Section 7.”15  
 
 Finally, the Charging Party’s postings and emails did not lose the protection of 
the Act.  Whether an employee’s otherwise lawful Section 7 conduct is sufficiently 
egregious to lose the Act’s protection is based on a balancing of the familiar Atlantic 
Steel factors: (1) the place of the discussion; (2) the subject matter of the discussion; 
(3) the nature of the employee’s outburst; and (4) whether the outburst was, in any 
way, provoked by an employer’s unfair labor practice.16  The Board has repeatedly 
recognized that an employer may not discipline an employee merely because the 
employee’s comments make coworkers “feel uncomfortable.”17  Rather, protected 
activity often includes opinions and actions on contentious subjects that may cause 
some discomfort.   
 
 Applying the Atlantic Steel factors, none of the Charging Party’s comments lost 
the protection of the Act.  First, the discussion took place in an internal online forum 
(not in public or in front of customers), and without any in-person confrontation with 
supervisors or coworkers.  Second, the subject matter of the comments was directly 

               
14 We note that the Board in Fresh & Easy Neighborhood Market, 361 NLRB No. 12, 
slip op. at 1, 4 n.9, 6-7, overruled the mutual aid or protection analysis in Holling 
Press, Inc., 343 NLRB 301, 302 (2004), relied on by the Employer here. 

15 Fresh & Easy Neighborhood Market, 361 NLRB No. 12, slip op. at 5 (citations 
omitted). 

16 Atlantic Steel Co., 245 NLRB 814, 816 (1979).  We note that because the Charging 
Party did not in any way embarrass or impugn the Employer in public, the test used 
by the Board in Triple Play Sports Bar & Grille appears inapplicable.  See 361 NLRB 
No. 31, slip op. at 3-4 (Aug. 22, 2014) (applying tests from Jefferson Standard and 
Linn to determine whether employees’ off-duty, offsite use of social media to 
communicate workplace complaints with coworkers or with third parties lost the Act’s 
protection), enfd. sub nom. Three D, LLC v. NLRB, 629 Fed. Appx. 33 (2nd Cir. 2015).  
While Triple Play is the applicable precedent for evaluating if an employee’s public 
social media activity, which may be observed by third parties, including customers, 
lost the Act’s protection, an employee’s communications on an internal forum seem 
more properly evaluated under the traditional Atlantic Steel test. 

17 Chartwells, Compass Group, USA, 342 NLRB 1155, 1157 (2004). 
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tied to terms and conditions of employment, namely the Employer’s workplace 
diversity and disciplinary policies.  Third, the nature of the Charging Party’s 
comments does not favor a loss of protection.   did not curse, make threats, or use 
abusive language toward co-workers.  Indeed, the Charging Party’s comments were 
similar in tone and tenor to those of other employees on the August 6 thread, and also 
similar to those made in other G+ threads.18  Only the fourth factor would weigh in 
favor of a loss of protection, since the Employer’s unfair labor practices occurred after, 
rather than before, the Charging Party commented on the  thread.  
Thus, taken together, the Atlantic Steel factors favor finding that the Charging Party 
did not lose the Act’s protection. 
 

B.  The Employer Violated Section 8(a)(1) By Issuing the Charging 
Party a Final Written Warning and Threatening  for Engaging 
in Protected Concerted Activity. 

 
 An employer violates Section 8(a)(1) of the Act by interfering with an employee 
exercising his or her Section 7 rights.19  The Employer does not dispute that it issued 
the Charging Party a final written warning for  comments on the August 6 thread.  
Because we have found that the Charging Party’s August 6 postings constituted 
protected concerted activity, we conclude that the Employer violated Section 8(a)(1) 
when it issued the discipline in response to that activity.20  

               
18 See, e.g.,  Kiewit Power Constructors Co., 355 NLRB 708, 710-11 (2010) (finding 
statements by two employees that things would “get ugly” and that one of them would 
bring in his boxing gloves if employer continued to enforce its break-in-place policy 
remained protected), enfd. 652 F.3d 22 (D.C. Cir. 2011). 

19 29 U.S.C. § 158(a)(1).  See, e.g., EF Int’l Language School, 363 NLRB No. 20, slip 
op. at 11 (Oct. 1, 2015); Parexel Int’l, LLC, 356 NLRB 516, 518 (2011) (finding 
employer’s attempt to prevent future protected concerted activity by discharging an 
employee for discussing wages violated Section 8(a)(1)); Chromalloy Gas Turbine 
Corp., 331 NLRB 858, 863 (2000) (finding employer violated Section 8(a)(1) by 
discharging employee for speaking out against new break policy and how managers 
scheduled work during a group meeting), enfd. 262 F.3d 184 (2d Cir. 2001); CKS Tool 
& Engineering of Bad Axe, 332 NLRB 1578, 1578 n.1, 1584-86 (2000) (finding 
employer violated Section 8(a)(1) by discharging employee for raising group concerns 
about productivity in a group meeting called by the employer to discuss productivity 
and efficiency). 

20 In finding that the Employer violated Section 8(a)(1) by issuing the Charging Party 
a final written warning, we do not rely on a theory of violation based on Continental 
Group, 357 NLRB 409, 412 (2011), which modified the rule for when discipline 
pursuant to an unlawful overbroad work rule may, in and of itself, violate 
Section 8(a)(1).  While we conclude below that the work rules referenced in the final 
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Section 8(a)(1).24  Similarly, the  repeated statements on 
 that the Charging Party was doing enormous damage to  career by 

getting involved in the G+ threads were unlawful threats because they discouraged 
the Charging Party from engaging in protected activity and implied that the 
Employer would issue  further discipline if  continued to exercise  Section 7 
rights.25 
 
 We note that both the final written warning and management’s threats indicated 
the Charging Party was reprimanded for discussing employment conditions on G+.  
Our determination that this violated the Act should not be construed to mean that an 
employer is prohibited from demanding that employees advance company policies and 
viewpoints.  Companies are permitted to base hiring and advancement decisions on 
employees’ adherence to their legitimate policy objectives, so long as they do not 
inhibit protected concerted activity.  Here, however, the Employer disciplined and 
threatened the Charging Party for discussing terms and conditions of employment, 
and inquiring about how workplace policies would be applied.  This is clearly 
protected activity, and accordingly the Employer’s actions violate the Act. 
 

C.  The Employer Violated Section 8(a)(1) By Maintaining Unlawfully 
Overbroad Rules. 

 
 The mere maintenance of a rule that would “reasonably tend to chill employees in 
the exercise of their Section 7 rights” constitutes a violation of Section 8(a)(1).26  The 
unlawful effect of such a rule is “to inhibit employees who are considering engaging in 
legally protected activities by convincing them to refrain from doing so rather than 
risk discipline.”27  The Board has developed a two-step inquiry to determine whether 
an employer rule or policy would have such an effect.28  First, a rule is unlawful if it 

               
24 See EF Int’l Language School, 363 NLRB No. 20, slip op. at 11 (finding employer 
unlawfully threatened employee by, among other things, stating she should not 
discuss work-related matters via group emails, and instead instructed the employee 
to take the matter up with management in person).   

25 Id.  See also Desert Springs Hospital Medical Center, 363 NLRB No. 185, slip op. at 
2-3 (May 10, 2016) (finding human resources director threatened employee with 
unspecified reprisal by stating during investigatory meeting that “it will be trouble for 
you” if she informed coworkers of the meeting or her discipline for pro-union activity). 

26 Lafayette Park Hotel, 326 NLRB 824, 825 (1998), enforced mem., 203 F.3d 52 (D.C. 
Cir. 1999). 

27 Continental Group, 357 NLRB at 411. 

28 Lutheran Heritage Village-Livonia, 343 NLRB 646, 646-47 (2004). 
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explicitly restricts activity protected by Section 7.  Second, even if it does not 
explicitly restrict Section 7 activities, a workplace rule violates Section 8(a)(1) if:  (1) 
employees would reasonably construe the rule’s language to prohibit Section 7 
activity; (2) the rule was promulgated in response to Section 7 activity; or (3) the rule 
has been applied to restrict the exercise of Section 7 activity.29  We find that the rules 
the Employer referred to in the Charging Party’s final written warning violate 
Section 8(a)(1) under these principles. 
 
 First, employees would reasonably construe the specific provisions quoted from 
the Appropriate Conduct Policy as prohibiting Section 7 activity.  Those provisions 
bar “disorderly or disruptive conduct, including derogatory name-calling, abusive or 
profane language, intimidation or coercion of co-workers or any ‘un-businesslike’ 
behavior toward co-workers, TVCs, clients or visitors” and “insubordination, including 
refusal of a work assignment or improper language toward a manager or management 
representative.”  A reasonable employee would read those rules to prohibit concerted 
discussions and complaints regarding the Employer’s workplace policies or treatment 
of employees because such discussions could be considered “disruptive,” “un-
businesslike,” or “improper language toward a manager.”30  Similarly, employees 
would reasonably construe the Code of Conduct’s instruction that “[e]ach Googler is 

               
29 Id. at 647.  See also William Beaumont Hosp., 363 NLRB No. 162, slip op. at 2 
(April 13, 2016). 

30 See, e.g., Valley Health Sys. LLC, 363 NLRB No. 178, slip op. at 1-2 (May 5, 2016) 
(finding unlawful rule prohibiting behavior that “brings discredit” to the employer, “or 
is offensive to patients or fellow employees”); Casino San Pablo, 361 NLRB No. 148, 
slip op. at 3 (Dec. 16, 2014) (finding rule prohibiting “insubordination or other 
disrespectful conduct” unlawful); First Transit, Inc., 360 NLRB No. 72, slip op. at 2 
n.5, 12 (April 2, 2014) (finding unlawful rule prohibiting employees from “conducting 
oneself during nonworking hours in such a manner that the conduct would be 
detrimental to the interest or reputation of the Company”); Sheraton Anchorage, 362 
NLRB No. 123, slip op. at 1 n.4 (June 18, 2015) (finding that employees would 
reasonably fear that employer prohibitions on “conflict[s] of interest” and “behavior 
that violates common decency or morality or publicly embarrasses the” employer 
apply to “any conduct the Respondent may consider to be detrimental to its image or 
reputation or to present a ‘conflict’ with its interests, such as informational picketing, 
strikes, or other economic pressure”), incorporating by reference 359 NLRB No. 95, 
slip op. at 56 (April 23, 2014); Southern Maryland Hospital, 293 NLRB 1209, 1222 
(1989) (rule prohibiting “derogatory attacks on . . . hospital representative[s]” found 
unlawful), enfd. in relevant part 916 F.2d 932, 940 (4th Cir. 1990); Beverly Health & 
Rehabilitation Services, 332 NLRB 347, 348 & nn.5, 6, 357 (2000) (rule that prohibited 
“[m]aking false or misleading work-related statements concerning the company, the 
facility or fellow associates” found unlawful), enfd. 297 F.3d 468 (6th Cir. 2002). 
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expected to do his or her utmost to create a respectful workplace culture that is free of 
harassment, intimidation, bias and unlawful discrimination of any kind” to prohibit 
protected concerted activity.  Section 7 activity can often involve contentious issues, 
which may be considered disrespectful toward or harassment of a coworker.  As the 
Board held in finding a similar rule prohibiting “[i]nsubordination … or other 
disrespectful conduct” unlawful, “concerted employee protest of supervisory activity 
and employee solicitation of union support from other employees are protected 
activities under the Act, and employees [ ] could reasonably believe that both forms of 
activity might be prohibited by” such a broadly worded rule.31    
 

D.  The Region Should Seek a Nationwide Remedy.  
 
 Where an employer violates Section 8(a)(1) by disciplining an employee, the 
traditional remedy includes a physical notice posting at the location where the 
violation occurred, as well as electronic distribution of the notice (such as by email, 
posting on an intranet or internet site, and/or other electronic means) if the employer 
“customarily communicates” with its employees by such means.32  Where an employer 
violates Section 8(a)(1) by maintaining an unlawfully overbroad workplace rule, the 
traditional remedy of posting a notice is generally ordered at each location where the 
rule is in place, as well as electronic distribution in the manner described above, along 
with rescission of the unlawful rule and notice to the employees that the unlawful 
rule has been rescinded and will no longer be enforced.33  
 
 Here, the Region should seek a nationwide notice posting to remedy the 
Section 8(a)(1) violations discussed above.  The Charging Party’s protected concerted 
activity took place on the Employer’s internal networking site, which is visible to all 
of its employees companywide.  The  unlawfully threatened the 
Charging Party on August 6 over this same internal, companywide site in response to 
questions about the Employer’s workplace policies and work rules.  Further, the 
unlawful rules the Employer then relied on to discipline the Charging Party apply to 

               
31 University Medical Center, 335 NLRB 1318, 1321 (2001), enf. denied in relevant 
part sub nom. Cmty. Hosps. of Cent. Cal. v. NLRB, 335 F.3d 1079, 1088-89 (D.C. Cir. 
2003).  See also Cincinnati Suburban Press, 289 NLRB 966, 966 n.2, 975 (1988) 
(finding unlawful rules prohibiting “false, vicious, or malicious statements concerning 
any employee, supervisor, the [c]ompany, or its products” and “improper or unseeming 
conduct”). 

32 J. Picini Flooring, 356 NLRB 11, 11, 13 (2010). 

33 See, e.g., MasTec Advanced Technologies, 357 NLRB 103, 109, 110 (2011); 
Guardsmark, LLC, 344 NLRB 809, 811-12 (2005), enfd. 475 F.3d 369, 380-81 (D.C. 
Cir. 2007). 
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Employee and Temporary Workers Adult Content Liability
Release

Confidential: For Google Employees and Temporary Workers on Assignment at Google
Only

Employee and Temporary Workers Adult Content Liability Release

During my employment or assignment at Google, I may be exposed to sensitive
“adult content”, such as text, descriptions, graphics, pictures, and/or other files
commonly referred to as being “adult” content.

I acknowledge that exposure to this material may be part of my essential job
function and hereby release Google Inc. and its subsidiaries and affiliates from
any and all liability associated with having this material present in the work
environment, including but not limited to claims of harassment, hostile work
environment and discrimination. This agreement does not change or impact the
atwill status of my employment or my assignment at Google.

E-Signature

Name of Employee

01/13/15
Date

I Agree

By selecting "I Agree" you acknowledge receipt of the
notice above. We will store the date and time that you
acknowledged receipt of this notice. Upon clicking
"Submit & continue", a copy of this notice will be emailed
to you.
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Google Code of Conduct
Preface

"Don't be evil." Googlers generally apply those words to how we serve our users.
But "Don't be evil" is much more than that. Yes, it's about providing our users
unbiased access to information, focusing on their needs and giving them the best
products and services that we can. But it's also about doing the right thing more
generally  following the law, acting honorably and treating each other with
respect.

The Google Code of Conduct is one of the ways we put "Don't be evil" into
practice. It's built around the recognition that everything we do in connection with
our work at Google will be, and should be, measured against the highest possible
standards of ethical business conduct. We set the bar that high for practical as
well as aspirational reasons: Our commitment to the highest standards helps us
hire great people, who then build great products, which in turn attract loyal users.
Trust and mutual respect among employees and users are the foundation of our
success, and they are something we need to earn every day.

So please do read the Code, and follow it, always bearing in mind that each of us
has a personal responsibility to incorporate, and to encourage other Googlers to
incorporate, the principles of the Code into our work. And if you have a question or
ever think that one of your fellow Googlers or the company as a whole may be
falling short of our commitment, don't be silent. We want  and need  to hear
from you.

Who Must Follow Our Code?
We expect all of our employees and Board members to know and follow the Code.
Failure to do so can result in disciplinary action, including termination of
employment. Moreover, while the Code is specifically written for Google
employees and Board members, we expect Google contractors, consultants and
others who may be temporarily assigned to perform work or services for Google to
follow the Code in connection with their work for us. Failure of a Google contractor
or consultant or other covered service provider to follow the Code can result in
termination of their relationship with Google.

What If I Have a CodeRelated Question or Concern?
If you have a question or concern, don't just sit there. You can contact your
manager, your Human Resources representative or Ethics & Compliance. If you
want to remain anonymous, you can make a report of a suspected violation or
concern through the Ethics & Compliance Helpline.

No Retaliation
Google prohibits retaliation against any worker here at Google who reports or
participates in an investigation of a possible violation of our Code. If you believe
you are being retaliated against, please contact Ethics & Compliance.

I. Serve Our Users
Our users value Google not only because we deliver great products and services,
but because we hold ourselves to a higher standard in how we treat users and
operate more generally. Keeping the following principles in mind will help us to
maintain that high standard:

a. Integrity
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Our reputation as a company that our users can trust is our most valuable asset,
and it is up to all of us to make sure that we continually earn that trust. All of our
communications and other interactions with our users should increase their trust in
us.

b. Usefulness
Our products, features and services should make Google more useful for all our
users, whether they're searching, advertising or posting content, and whether
they're large corporations or individuals. We have many different types of users,
but one guiding principle: "Is what we are offering useful?"

c. Privacy
Always remember that we are asking users to trust us with their personal
information. Preserving that trust requires that each of us respect and protect the
privacy of that information. Our security procedures strictly limit access to and use
of users' personal information. Know your responsibilities under these procedures,
and access data only as authorized by them, our Privacy Policy and applicable
local data protection laws.

Google is committed to advancing privacy and freedom of expression for our
users around the world. Where user privacy and freedom of expression face
government challenges, we seek to implement internationally recognized
standards that respect those rights as we develop products, do business in
diverse markets, and respond to government requests to access user information
or remove user content. Contact Legal or Ethics and Compliance if you have
questions on implementing these standards in connection with what you do at
Google.

d. Responsiveness
Part of being useful and honest is being responsive: We recognize relevant user
feedback when we see it, and we do something about it. We take pride in
responding to communications from our users, whether questions, problems or
compliments. If something is broken, fix it.

e. Take Action
Any time you feel our users aren't being wellserved, don't be bashful  let
someone in the company know about it. Continually improving our products and
services takes all of us, and we're proud that Googlers champion our users and
take the initiative to step forward when the interests of our users are at stake.

II. Respect Each Other
We are committed to a supportive work environment, where employees have the
opportunity to reach their fullest potential. Each Googler is expected to do his or
her utmost to create a respectful workplace culture that is free of harassment,
intimidation, bias and unlawful discrimination of any kind.

Please read the Employee Handbook relevant to your locale. Located in the HR
section of our internal corporate site, the Handbook covers in greater detail how
we should conduct ourselves at work.

a. Equal Opportunity Employment
Employment here is based solely upon individual merit and qualifications directly
related to professional competence. We strictly prohibit unlawful discrimination or
harassment of any kind, including discrimination or harassment on the basis of
race, color, religion, veteran status, national origin, ancestry, pregnancy status,
sex, gender identity or expression, age, marital status, mental or physical
disability, medical condition, sexual orientation or any other characteristics
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protected by law. We also make all reasonable accommodations to meet our
obligations under laws protecting the rights of the disabled.

b. Positive Environment
Google prohibits unlawful harassment in any form  verbal, physical or visual.
If you believe you've been harassed by anyone at Google, you should
immediately report the incident to your supervisor, Human Resources or both.
Similarly, supervisors and managers who learn of any such incident should
immediately report it to Human Resources. HR will promptly and thoroughly
investigate any complaints and take appropriate action.

c. Drugs and Alcohol
Our position on substance abuse is simple: It is incompatible with the health and
safety of our employees, and we don't permit it. Consumption of alcohol is not
banned at our offices, but use good judgment and never drink in a way that leads
to impaired performance or inappropriate behavior, endangers the safety of others
or violates the law.

Illegal drugs in our offices or at sponsored events are strictly prohibited. If a
manager has reasonable suspicion to believe that an employee's use of drugs
and/or alcohol may adversely affect the employee's job performance or the safety
of the employee or others in the workplace, the manager may request an alcohol
and/or drug screening. A reasonable suspicion may be based on objective
symptoms such as the employee's appearance, behavior or speech.

d. Safe Workplace
We are committed to a violencefree work environment, and we will not tolerate
any level of violence or the threat of violence in the workplace. Under no
circumstances should anyone bring a weapon to work. If you become aware of a
violation of this policy, you should report it to Human Resources immediately. In
case of potential violence, contact Google Security.

e. Dog Policy
Google's affection for our canine friends is an integral facet of our corporate
culture. We like cats, but we're a dog company, so as a general rule we feel cats
visiting our offices would be fairly stressed out. For more on this, see our Dog
Policy.

III. Avoid Conflicts of Interest
In working at Google, we have an obligation to always do what's best for the
company and our users. When you are in a situation where competing loyalties
could cause you to pursue a personal benefit for you or your friends or family at
the expense of Google or our users, you may be subject to a conflict of interest.
All of us should avoid circumstances that present even the appearance of such a
conflict.

When faced with a potential conflict of interest, ask yourself:
Would this relationship or situation embarrass me or Google if it showed
up on the front page of a newspaper or the top of a blog?
Am I reluctant to disclose the relationship or situation to my manager,
Legal or Ethics & Compliance?
Could the potential relationship or situation create an incentive for me, or
be perceived by others to create an incentive for me, to benefit myself, my
friends or family or an associated business, at the expense of Google?

If the answer to any of these questions is "yes," the relationship or situation is
likely to create a conflict of interest, and you should avoid it.
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Below we provide guidance in six areas where conflicts of interest often arise:
personal investments
outside employment and inventions
outside board memberships
business opportunities found through work
personal relationships at work, and
accepting gifts and other business courtesies

In each of these situations, the rule is the same  you must avoid conflicts, and if
you face a potential conflict of interest, review the situation with your manager and
Ethics & Compliance and get their approval.

a. Personal Investments
A common conflict of interest involves a Googler's personal investment in a
customer, supplier, partner or competitor of Google, where the investment is
significant enough (either in absolute value or in relation to the Googler's net
worth) that someone might reasonably think it could cause the Googler to act in a
way that benefits that personal investment at the expense of Google. When
considering whether such an investment creates a conflict of interest, ask
yourself:

Is the investment in a competitor?
If the answer is yes, the investment creates a conflict of interest.

If the investment is not in a competitor, but is in a customer, supplier, or
partner of Google, do you have a job or responsibilities at Google that let
you affect Google's actions in ways that could help your investment at the
expense of Google? (Google officers  VP and above  have particularly
broad influence in this regard.)

If the answer is yes, the investment creates a conflict of interest.

If you are considering making an investment that creates a conflict of interest,
don't make the investment. If you already have an investment that creates a
conflict of interest, or are unsure whether an existing or contemplated investment
is a conflict of interest, you should contact Ethics & Compliance.

Investments by any Googler in mutual funds or similar vehicles that invest in a
broad crosssection of publicly traded companies that may include competitors,
customers, suppliers or partners of Google are not considered conflicts and need
not be disclosed or approved.

b. Outside Employment and Inventions
As with personal investments, taking a job with a Google supplier, customer,
partner or competitor (including as a consultant or advisor, whether paid or
unpaid) can create a conflict of interest. Avoid employment or any other personal
business relationship with companies that compete with Google. In addition, don't
accept employment or fees from a supplier, customer or partner of Google if you
have the ability to influence their relationship with Google.

If you develop or participate in outside inventions that compete with Google, that
may create a conflict of interest. In addition, outside inventions that you participate
in or help develop that relate to our existing or reasonably anticipated products
and services, that relate to your position at Google, or that you develop using
Google corporate resources may be subject to the provisions of Google's
Confidential Information and Invention Assignment Agreement and other
employment agreements, as well as applicable laws in your jurisdiction. If you
have any questions about potential conflicts or IP ownership involving an outside
invention or other intellectual property, consult Ethics and Compliance or Legal.
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c. Outside Board Memberships
Membership on the boards of customers, suppliers, partners or competitors of
Google is especially problematic from a conflict of interest perspective because
Board seats generally involve the ability to influence the actions of the outside
business. Do not accept a seat on the board of directors or the advisory board of
any Google competitor, and do not accept a seat on the board or advisory board
of a Google customer, supplier or partner if your job at Google could permit you to
participate in or influence Google's relationship with that entity.

Google officers  VP and above  should obtain approval from Ethics &
Compliance before accepting an outside board membership in any company.

d. Business Opportunities
Business opportunities discovered through your work here belong first to Google.

e. Friends and Relatives; CoWorker Relationships
Business relationships with relatives, spouses and significant others or close
friends where the friendship is such that it could affect your judgment can easily
leave you with the sort of conflict of interest that can be difficult to resolve. You
should not participate in a potential or existing Google business relationship
involving any of the above. This includes, for example, being the hiring manager
for a position for which your relative or close friend is being considered or being a
relationship manager for a company associated with your spouse or significant
other.
To be clear, just because a relative, spouse/significant other or close friend works
at Google or becomes a Google supplier, customer, partner or competitor doesn't
mean there is a conflict of interest. However, if you are also involved in that
Google business relationship, it can be very sensitive. The right thing to do in that
situation is to discuss the relationship with your manager and Ethics &
Compliance.

Finally, we understand that your coworkers can quickly become your community
of friends, and that some of you may establish dating relationships with your co
workers. While we trust and expect Googlers to exercise good judgment in
pursuing romantic relationships with their coworkers, you should recognize that
romantic relationships between coworkers can, depending on the work roles and
respective positions of the dating coworkers, create an actual or apparent conflict
of interest. If a dating relationship does create an actual or apparent conflict, it
may require changes to work arrangements or even the termination of
employment of either or both individuals involved. Additional guidance on this
issue can be found in Google's Employee Handbook.

f. Gifts, Entertainment and Payments
Accepting gifts or entertainment from a Google customer, supplier, partner or
competitor can easily create the appearance of a conflict of interest, especially if
the value of the gift or entertainment is significant. As a result, Google policy
prohibits Googlers accepting significant gifts, entertainment or any other business
courtesy (including discounts or benefits that are not made available to all
Googlers) from any of our customers, suppliers, partners or competitors.
Acceptance of inexpensive "token" noncash gifts, infrequent and moderate
business meals and entertainment and infrequent invitations to local sporting
events and celebratory meals can be acceptable aspects of many Google
business relationships, provided that they aren't excessive and don't create the
appearance of impropriety. However, tickets to something like the Olympics,
Super Bowl or World Cup, especially if travel and lodging are included, are a
significant gift which, if accepted, could create at least the appearance of a conflict
of interest. Don't accept significant gifts without getting the approval of your
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manager and Ethics & Compliance.
Gifts from customers, suppliers, partners or competitors of cash or cash
equivalents (e.g., gift certificates or prepaid gift cards) should never be accepted.

g. Reporting
Ethics & Compliance will periodically report to the OC, or its designee, all matters
involving Google officers  VP and above  approved under this section of the
Code, and will periodically report to the Google Audit Committee and Google
Nominating and Corporate Governance Committee all matters involving Google
executive officers approved under this section.

IV. Preserve Confidentiality
We get a lot of press attention around our innovations and our culture, and that's
usually fine. However, company information that leaks prematurely into the press
or to competitors can hurt our product launches, eliminate our competitive
advantage and prove costly in other ways. Our responsibilities extend beyond not
revealing confidential Google material  we must also:

properly secure, label and (when appropriate) dispose of confidential
Google material;
safeguard confidential information that Google receives from others under
non disclosure agreements; and
take steps to keep our trade secrets and other confidential intellectual
property secret.

a. Confidential Information
Google's "confidential information" includes financial, product and user
information. Make sure that confidential company material stays that way; don't
disclose it outside of Google without authorization. At times, a particular project or
negotiation may require you to disclose confidential information to another party:
Disclosure of this information should be on a "need to know" basis and only under
a nondisclosure agreement. Be sure to get the appropriate agreement in place
before you disclose the information.

There are, of course, "gray areas" in which you will need to apply your best
judgment in making sure you don't disclose any confidential information. Suppose
a friend who works at a nonprofit organization asks you informally how to improve
the Google search ranking of the group's website: Giving your friend site
optimization tips available in public articles and on websites isn't likely to be a
problem, but giving tips that aren't publicly known definitely would be. If you're in a
gray area, be cautious in what advice or insight you provide or, better yet, ask for
guidance from Ethics & Compliance.

And don't forget about pictures you and your guests take at Google  it is up to
you to be sure that those pictures don't disclose confidential information.

Finally, some of us will find ourselves having family or other personal relationships
with people employed by our competitors, customers, suppliers or partners. As in
most cases, common sense applies. Don't tell your significant other or family
members anything confidential, and don't solicit confidential information from them
about their company.

b. Google Partners
Just as you are careful not to disclose confidential Google information, it's equally
important not to disclose any confidential information from our partners. Don't
accept confidential information from other companies without first having all
parties sign an appropriate nondisclosure agreement approved by Legal. Even
after the agreement is signed, try only to accept as much information as you need
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to accomplish your business objectives.

c. Competitors; Former Employers
We respect our competitors and want to compete with them fairly. But we don't
want their confidential information. The same goes for confidential information
belonging to any Googler's former employers. If an opportunity arises to take
advantage of a competitor's or former employer's confidential information, don't do
it. Should you happen to come into possession of a competitor's confidential
information, contact Legal immediately.

d. Outside Communications and Research
You probably know that our policy is to be extremely careful about disclosing
company information, and never to disclose any confidential information without
authorization. It's also a bad idea to post your opinions or information about
Google on the Internet, even if not confidential, unless you're authorized to do so
as part of your job. Your comments may be attributed to Google, even though you
didn't mean it that way. And never discuss the company with the press unless
you've been explicitly authorized to do so by Corporate Communications. Finally,
check with your manager and Corporate Communications before accepting any
public speaking engagement. In general, before making any external
communication or disclosure, you should consult our Employee Communications
Policy and our Communications and Disclosure Policy.

V. Protect Google's Assets
Google has a wellearned reputation for generosity with our employee benefits
and openness with confidential information shared within the company. Our ability
to continue these practices depends on how well we conserve company resources
and protect company assets and information.

a. Intellectual Property
Google's intellectual property rights (our trademarks, logos, copyrights, trade
secrets, "knowhow" and patents) are among our most valuable assets.
Unauthorized use can lead to their loss or serious loss of value. Any use of
Google's trademarks and logos must be cleared in advance by the Marketing
team. Report any suspected misuse of trademarks, logos or other Google
intellectual property to Legal.

Likewise, respect the intellectual property rights of others. Inappropriate use of
others' intellectual property may expose Google and you to criminal and civil fines
and penalties. Please seek advice from Legal before you solicit, accept or use
proprietary information from others or let others use or have access to Google
proprietary information. You should also check with Legal if developing a product
that uses content not belonging to Google.

A word about open source  Google is committed to open source software
development. Consistent with our policy of respecting the valid intellectual
property rights of others, we strictly comply with the license requirements under
which open source software is distributed. Failing to do so may lead to legal
claims against Google, as well as significant damage to the company's reputation
and its standing in the open source community. Please seek guidance from Legal
and the Open Source Programs Office before incorporating open source code into
any Google product, service or internal project.

b. Company Equipment
Google gives us the tools and equipment we need to do our jobs effectively, but
counts on us to be responsible and not wasteful with the Google stuff we are
given. Nobody's going to complain if you snag an extra bagel on Friday morning,
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but company funds, equipment and other physical assets are not to be
requisitioned for purely personal use. Not sure if a certain use of company assets
is okay? Please ask your manager or Human Resources.

c. The Network
Google's communication facilities (which include both our network and the
hardware that uses it, like computers and mobile devices) are a critical aspect of
our company's property, both physical and intellectual. Be sure to follow all
security policies. If you have any reason to believe that our network security has
been violated  for example, you lose your laptop or smart phone or think that
your network password may have been compromised  please promptly report
the incident to Information Security. For more information, consult Google's
security policies.

d. Physical Security
If you're not careful, people will steal your stuff. Always secure your laptop,
important equipment and your personal belongings, even while on Google's
premises. Always wear your badge visibly while on site. Don't tamper with or
disable security and safety devices. Watch people who "tailgate" behind you
through our doors. If you don't see a Google badge, please ask for it (and, as
appropriate, direct the person to a receptionist for assistance). Promptly report
any suspicious activity to Google Security. For more information, review Google's
physical security policy.

e. Use of Google's Equipment and Facilities
Anything you do using Google's corporate electronic facilities (e.g., our computers,
mobile devices, network, etc.) or store on our premises (e.g., letters, memos and
other documents) might be disclosed to people inside and outside the company.
For example, Google may be required by law (e.g., in response to a subpoena or
warrant) to monitor, access and disclose the contents of corporate email,
voicemail, computer files and other materials on our electronic facilities or on our
premises. In addition, the company may monitor, access and disclose employee
communications and other information on our corporate electronic facilities or on
our premises where there is a business need to do so, such as protecting
employees and users or maintaining the security of resources and property.

f. Employee Data
We collect and store personal information from employees around the world.
Access this data only in line with local law and Google internal policies, and keep
it secure according to those standards.

VI. Ensure Financial Integrity and Responsibility
Financial integrity and fiscal responsibility are core aspects of corporate
professionalism. This is more than accurate reporting of our financials, though
that's certainly important. The money we spend on behalf of Google is not ours;
it's the company's and, ultimately, our shareholders'. Each person at Google  not
just those in Finance  has a role in making sure that money is appropriately
spent, our financial records are complete and accurate and internal controls are
honored. This matters every time we hire a new vendor, expense something to
Google, sign a new business contract or enter into any deals on Google's behalf.

To make sure that we get this right, Google maintains a system of internal controls
to reinforce our compliance with legal, accounting, tax and other regulatory
requirements in every location in which we operate.

Stay in full compliance with our system of internal controls, and don't hesitate to
contact Ethics & Compliance or Finance if you have any questions. What follows
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are some core concepts that lie at the foundation of financial integrity and fiscal
responsibility here at Google.

a. Spending Google's Money
A core Google value has always been to spend money wisely. When you submit
an expense for reimbursement or spend money on Google's behalf, make sure
that the cost is reasonable, directly related to company business and supported by
appropriate documentation. Always record the business purpose (e.g., if you take
someone out to dinner on Google, always record in our expense reimbursement
tool the full names and titles of the people who attended as well as the reason for
the dinner) and comply with other submission requirements. If you're uncertain
about whether you should spend money or submit an expense for reimbursement,
check with your manager. Managers are responsible for all money spent and
expenses incurred by their direct reports, and should carefully review such spend
and expenses before approving.

b. Signing a Contract
Each time you enter into a business transaction on Google's behalf, there should
be documentation recording that agreement, approved by the Legal Department.
Signing a contract on behalf of Google is a very big deal. Never sign any contract
on behalf of Google unless all of the following are met:

You are authorized to do so under our Signature Authority and Approval
Policy. If you are unsure whether you are authorized, ask your manager;
The contract has been approved by Legal. If you are using an approved
Google form contract, you don't need further Legal approval unless you
have made changes to the form contract or are using it for other than its
intended purpose; and
You have studied the contract, understood its terms and decided that
entering into the contract is in Google's interest.

All contracts at Google should be in writing and should contain all of the relevant
terms to which the parties are agreeing  Google does not permit "side
agreements," oral or written.

c. Recording Transactions
If your job involves the financial recording of our transactions, make sure that
you're fully familiar with all of the Google policies that apply, including our revenue
recognition policy and our purchasing policy.

Immediately report to Finance any transactions that you think are not being
recorded correctly.

d. Reporting Financial or Accounting Irregularities
It goes without saying (but we're going to say it anyway) that you should never,
ever interfere in any way with the auditing of Google's financial records. Similarly,
you should never falsify any record or account, including time reports, expense
accounts and any other Google records.
Familiarize yourself with our Reporting of Financial and Accounting Concerns
Policy. If you suspect or observe any of the conduct mentioned above or, for that
matter, any irregularities relating to financial integrity or fiscal responsibility, no
matter how small, immediately report them to Ethics & Compliance.

e. Hiring Suppliers
As Google grows, we enter into more and more deals with suppliers of equipment
and services. We should always strive for the best possible deal for Google. This
almost always requires that you solicit competing bids to make sure that you're
getting the best offer. While price is very important, it isn't the only factor worth
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considering. Quality, service, reliability and the terms and conditions of the
proposed deal may also affect the final decision. Please do not hesitate to contact
the Purchasing team if you have any questions regarding how to procure
equipment or services.

f. Retaining Records
It's important that we keep records for an appropriate length of time. The Google
Record Retention Policy suggests minimum record retention periods for certain
types of records. These are great guidelines, but keep in mind that legal
requirements, accounting rules and other external sources sometimes specify
longer retention periods for certain types of records, and those control where
applicable. In addition, if asked by Legal to retain records relevant to a litigation,
audit or investigation, do so until Legal tells you retention is no longer necessary.
If you have any questions regarding the correct length of time to retain a record,
contact the Record Retention team.

VII. Obey the Law
Google takes its responsibilities to comply with laws and regulations very seriously
and each of us is expected to comply with applicable legal requirements and
prohibitions. While it's impossible for anyone to know all aspects of every
applicable law, you should understand the major laws and regulations that apply
to your work. Take advantage of Legal and Ethics & Compliance to assist you
here. A few specific laws are easy to violate unintentionally and so are worth
pointing out here:

a. Trade Controls
U.S. and international trade laws control where Google can send or receive its
products and/or services. These laws are complex, and apply to:

imports and exports from or into the U.S.;
imports and exports of products from or into other countries, especially
when those products contain components or technology of U.S. origin;
exports of services or providing services to nonU.S. persons; and
exports of technical data, especially when the technical data is of U.S.
origin.

What constitutes an "import" or "export" under the law is pretty broad. For
example:

exposing or allowing access by nonU.S. nationals to U.S. technical data
can be an "export", regardless of what country the exposure occurred in;
permitting the download of software from the U.S. into a nonU.S. country
is an "export" from the U.S. and can be an "import" into the nonU.S.
country
transporting technical data or software on your laptop or tools or
equipment in your luggage out of the U.S and into a nonUS country may
be an export and import, respectively.

The bottom line: If you are in any way involved in sending Google products,
services, software, equipment or any form of technical data from one country to
another, work with your manager to be absolutely sure that the transaction stays
well within the bounds of applicable laws. If you or your manager are not sure,
please contact Ethics & Compliance.

b. Competition Laws
Most countries have laws designed to encourage and protect free and fair
competition. Generally speaking, these laws prohibit 1) arrangements with
competitors that restrain trade in some way, 2) abuse of intellectual property rights
and 3) use of market power to engage in unfair price discrimination and other
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forms of unfair practices.

Although the spirit of these laws  known as "antitrust," "competition," or "unfair
competition" laws  is straightforward, their application to particular situations can
be quite complex. To ensure that Google complies fully with these laws, each of
us should have a basic knowledge of how they apply to our work. Some real life
things to be cautious about include:

sharing of competitively sensitive information (e.g., prices, costs, market
distribution, etc.) with competitors at trade and industry conferences; and
making statements (in emails, IMs, presentations, memos or anyplace
else) that wrongly suggest that Google has few or no competitors or that
we seek to harm our competitors or improperly exploit our success.

Please contact Legal whenever you have any antitrust/competition law concerns.

c. Insider Trading Laws
As we said earlier, internally we share information, including nonpublic
information, about Google's business operations pretty freely (think of TGIF). In
addition, you may overhear a hallway conversation or come across a memo at a
copy machine, either of which might involve confidential information. To use this
nonpublic information to buy or sell stock, or to pass it along to others so that they
may do so, could constitute insider trading. Insider trading not only violates this
Code, it violates the law. Don't do it.
You should familiarize yourself with Google's Insider Trading Policy. It describes
companywide policies that address the risks of insider trading, such as:

a prohibition on any Google employee hedging Google stock; and
periodic blackout windows when no Google employee may trade Google
stock.

d. AntiBribery Laws
Like all businesses, Google is subject to lots of laws, both U.S. and nonU.S., that
prohibit bribery in virtually every kind of commercial setting. The rule here is
simple  don't bribe anybody, anytime, for any reason. You should also be careful
when you give gifts and pay for entertainment or other business courtesies on
behalf of Google. We want to avoid the possibility that the gift, entertainment or
other business courtesy could be perceived as a bribe, so it's always best to
provide such business courtesies infrequently and, when we do, to keep their
value moderate. If you have a question about a gift or business courtesy you
would like to provide on behalf of Google, contact Ethics and Compliance.

Offering gifts, entertainment or other business courtesies that could be perceived
as bribes becomes especially problematic if you're dealing with a government
official. Several laws around the world including the U.S. Foreign Corrupt
Practices Act, and the OECD Convention Against Corruption of Foreign
Government Officials, specifically prohibit offering or giving anything of value to
government officials to influence official action or secure an improper advantage.
This not only includes traditional gifts, but also things like travel, political or
charitable contributions and job offers. Distinguish these improper benefits from
reasonable, infrequent and moderate expenditures for gifts and business
entertainment for government officials, as well as travel and lodging expenses for
trips directly promoting our products or services. Payment of such expenses can
be acceptable (assuming they are permitted under local law), subject to specific
requirements, including preapproval as required by Google policy.

In addition, laws in countries where Google does business may further limit gifts
and business courtesies to government officials of that country. For example, the
U.S. has strict rules that severely limit the ability of a company or its employees to
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give gifts and business courtesies to a U.S. government official and also limit the
official's ability to accept such gifts. The Honest Leadership and Open
Government Act ("HLOGA") prohibits giving any gifts, including travel and other
courtesies, to Members, Officers and employees of the U.S. Senate and House of
Representatives unless they fit within one of a number of specific exceptions. Gifts
to employees of the U.S. executive branch are also regulated and subject to limits.
Gifts to state and local government officials in the U.S. may also be subject to
legal limitations. Other countries may have similar laws.

Before offering any gifts or other business courtesies to a U.S. or other
government official, you should consult Google's Business Courtesies to
Government Officials Policy. Carefully follow the limits and prohibitions described
there, and obtain any required preapprovals. If after consulting the Policy you
aren't sure what to do, ask Ethics and Compliance.

VIII. Conclusion
Google aspires to be a different kind of company. It's impossible to spell out every
possible ethical scenario we might face. Instead, we rely on one another's good
judgment to uphold a high standard of integrity for ourselves and our company.
We expect all Googlers to be guided by both the letter and the spirit of this Code.
Sometimes, identifying the right thing to do isn't an easy call. If you aren't sure,
don't be afraid to ask questions of your manager, Legal or Ethics & Compliance.

And remember . . . don't be evil, and if you see something that you think isn't right
 speak up!

E-Signature

Name of Employee

01/13/15
Date

I Agree

By selecting "I Agree" you acknowledge receipt of the
notice above. We will store the date and time that you
acknowledged receipt of this notice. Upon clicking
"Submit & continue", a copy of this notice will be emailed
to you.
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Handbook Acknowledgement

I acknowledge that Google Inc.'s Employee Handbook can be found at
http://go/employeehandbook. I understand it is my responsibility to read and
understand the entire handbook.

I understand that it is not intended to be a contract (express or implied) or
otherwise to create legally enforceable obligations on the part of the company or
its employees. I understand that all employment at Google is "at will" so that the
company and I both have the right to terminate employment at any time, with or
without notice, and without the need for justification. I understand that no
experience with the company, including but not limited to oral statements,
longevity of employment, performance reviews, promotions, salary increases or
application of disciplinary measures may be regarded as implicitly changing this
at will policy.

E-Signature

Name of Employee

01/13/15
Date

I Agree

By selecting "I Agree" you acknowledge receipt of the
notice above. We will store the date and time that you
acknowledged receipt of this notice. Upon clicking
"Submit & continue", a copy of this notice will be emailed
to you.
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GOOGLE INC.

AT-WILL EMPLOYMENT, CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION, INVENTION
ASSIGNMENT AND ARBITRATION AGREEMENT

As  a  condition  of my  employment  with Google  Inc.,  its  subsidiaries, affiliates,
successors or assigns (together “Google”), and in consideration of my receipt of
confidential  information,  my  employment  with  Google,  and  my  receipt  of  any
compensation Google is paying to me, I agree to the following terms of this At-
Will  Employment,  Confidential  Information,  Invention  Assignment,  and
Arbitration Agreement (this “Agreement”):

1.        AtWill Employment.  
MY EMPLOYMENT WITH GOOGLE IS FOR AN UNDEFINED DURATION AND
IS  ATWILL  EMPLOYMENT,  WHICH  MEANS  IT  MAY  BE  TERMINATED  AT
ANY  TIME,  WITH  OR  WITHOUT  CAUSE  OR  NOTICE.    NO
REPRESENTATION  TO  THE  CONTRARY  IS  AUTHORIZED  OR  VALID
UNLESS  MADE  IN  WRITING  AND  SIGNED  BY  THE  CHIEF  EXECUTIVE
OFFICER OF GOOGLE INC.  

2.        Confidential Information.
(a)                Definition  of  Google  Confidential  Information.    “Google Confidential
Information” means, without limitation, any information in any form that relates to
Google or Google’s business and that is not generally known.  Examples include
Google’s nonpublic information that relates to its actual or anticipated business,
products  or  services,  research,  development,  technical  data,  customers,
customer  lists,  markets,  software,  hardware,  finances,  employee  data  and
evaluation, trade secrets or knowhow, intellectual property rights, including but
not  limited to, Assigned Inventions (as defined below), unpublished or pending
patent  applications  and  all  related  patent  rights,  and  user  data  (i.e.,  any
information directly or indirectly collected by Google from users of its services).
 Google Confidential  Information  also  includes  any  information  of  third parties
(e.g.,  Google’s  advertisers,  collaborators,  subscribers,  customers,  suppliers,
partners, vendors, partners, licensees or licensors) that was provided to Google
on a confidential basis.   Google Confidential  Information does not  include any
items  that  have  become  publicly  known  through  no  wrongful  act  of  mine  or
others under a relevant confidentiality obligation.   Nothing  in  this Agreement  is
intended  to  limit  employees’  rights  to  discuss  the  terms,  wages,  and working
conditions of their employment, as protected by applicable law.

(b)                Nonuse  and Nondisclosure.    During  and  after my  employment with
Google, I will hold in the strictest confidence and take all reasonable precautions
to  prevent  any  unauthorized  use  or  disclosure  of  Google  Confidential
Information (whether disclosed to me in anticipation of or during my employment
by  Google),  and  I  will  not  (i)  use  Google  Confidential  Information  for  any
purpose other than for the benefit of Google in the scope of my employment, or
(ii) disclose Google Confidential  Information  to any  third party without  the prior
written authorization.  I agree that all Google Confidential Information that I use
or  generate  in  connection  with  my  employment  belongs  to  Google  (or  third
parties  identified  by  Google).    I  understand  that  my  unauthorized  use  or
disclosure of Google Confidential Information during my employment or after my
employment  may  lead  to  disciplinary  action,  up  to  and  including  termination
and/or legal action.

(c)        Former Employer Information / Definition of Google Property.  I will not
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use  or  disclose  in  connection with my  employment with Google  or  bring onto
Google’s  electronic  or  physical  property,  facilities,  or  systems  (collectively,
“Google Property”) any proprietary information, trade secrets, or any non-public
material  belonging  to  any  previous  employer  or  other  person  or  entity unless
consented to in writing by such employer, person, or entity.

3.        Inventions.
(a)                Definition  of  Inventions.  “Inventions”  includes  inventions,  designs,
developments,  ideas,  concepts,  techniques,  devices,  discoveries,  formulae,
processes,  improvements,  writings,  records,  original  works  of  authorship,
trademarks,  trade  secrets,  all  related  knowhow,  and  any  other  intellectual
property,  whether  or  not  patentable  or  registrable  under  patent,  copyright,  or
similar laws.

(b)               Assignment of  Inventions.   Except as provided  in Section 3(f) below,
Google  Inc.  will  own  all  Inventions  that  I  invented,  developed,  reduced  to
practice,  or  otherwise  contributed  to,  solely  or  jointly  with  others,  during  my
employment with Google (including during my offduty hours) or with the use of
Google’s equipment, supplies, facilities, or Google Confidential Information, and
any  intellectual property  rights  in  the  Inventions  (the  “Assigned  Inventions”).    I
will promptly disclose in writing to Google any Assigned Inventions and assign to
Google my  rights  in  any  Assigned  Inventions.    I  hereby  irrevocably  assign  to
Google  Inc.  my  rights  in  all  Assigned  Inventions,  and  convey  to  Google  Inc.
ownership  of  any  Assigned  Inventions  not  yet  in  existence.  All  works  of
authorship made  by me  (solely  or  jointly with  others) within  the  scope  of and
during my employment with Google are “works made for hire” as defined in the
United States Copyright Act.   The decision whether or not  to commercialize or
market  any  Assigned  Inventions  is  within  Google’s  sole  discretion  and  for
Google’s sole benefit, and  that  I will not claim any consideration as a result of
Google’s commercialization of any such Inventions.

(c)               Prior  Inventions.  I  list  in Exhibit A all  Inventions  that  I solely or  jointly
made before my employment with Google  (collectively,  “Prior  Inventions”) and
that I am not assigning to Google.  I will not incorporate any Prior Inventions into
any  Assigned  Inventions,  product,  or  service  of Google  or  otherwise  use any
Prior  Inventions  in  the  course of my employment with Google without  its prior
written permission.  If I incorporate (or have incorporated) a Prior Invention into
any Assigned Inventions, product, or service of Google, I hereby grant to Google
a  royaltyfree,  irrevocable,  perpetual,  transferable  worldwide  license  (with  the
right to sublicense) to make, have made, use, import, sell, reproduce, distribute,
modify,  adapt,  prepare  derivative  works  of,  display,  perform,  and  otherwise
exploit such Prior Invention.

(d)               Maintenance  of Records.    I  agree  to  keep  and maintain  for Google
detailed  and  accurate  written  records  in  any  format  that  it  may  specify  of  all
Assigned Inventions that  I make (solely or  jointly with others)  for Google.   The
records are and remain the sole property of Google.

(e)               Securing Intellectual Property Rights.    I agree to assist Google (or  its
designee)  at  Google’s  expense  to  assign,  secure,  and  enforce  all  intellectual
property rights  in any Assigned Inventions  in any and all countries, disclose  to
Google of all pertinent information and data, and sign any document that Google
reasonably deems necessary. If Google is unable for any reason to secure my
signature  to  any  document  required  to  assign,  secure,  and  enforce  any
intellectual property rights in any Assigned Inventions, then I hereby irrevocably
designate  and  appoint  Google  and  its  officers  and  agents  as my  agents  and
attorneys in fact to execute any documents on my behalf for this purpose.  This
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power  of  attorney  will  be  considered  coupled  with  an  interest  and  will  be
irrevocable.    My  obligations  under  this  Section  3(e)  will  continue  after  the
termination of my employment with Google.  

(f)        Exception to Assignments.  The provisions of this Agreement requiring
disclosure and assignment of Inventions to Google do not apply to any invention
that qualifies  fully under  the provisions of California Labor Code Section 2870
(attached hereto as Exhibit B).  While employed, I will advise Google promptly in
writing of any inventions that I believe meet the criteria in California Labor Code
Section  2870  and  that  I  have  not  disclosed  on  Exhibit  A  for  a  confidential
ownership determination.

4.        Conflicting Employment.
(a)        Other Employment or Activities. During my employment with Google, I
will not engage  in any other employment or other activities or services directly
related to the business in which Google is now involved, becomes involved, or
has  plans  to  become  involved  or  that  conflict  with  my  obligations  to Google
without seeking and receiving permission in advance from Google’s Ethics and
Compliance team.

(b)        Prior Agreements with Other Parties. My performance of all the terms of
this Agreement  and my duties as an employee of Google will  not  breach any
invention  assignment,  proprietary  information,  confidentiality,  or  similar
agreement with any former employer or other party.

5.        Return of Google Property and Information.
(a)                Return  of  Google  Property.    Immediately  upon  termination  of  my
employment  with  Google,  I  agree  to  deliver  to  Google  and  will  not  keep,
recreate, or deliver  to any other person or entity any documents and materials
pertaining  to  my  work  with  Google  or  containing  any  Google  Confidential
Information.  I agree to deliver promptly all Google Property, as applicable, in my
possession or control.  I agree, upon Google’s request, to sign a document that I
have fulfilled my responsibilities under this Agreement.

(b)        Return of Google Information.  Upon termination of my employment, I
will  make  a  prompt  and  reasonable  search  for  any  Google  Confidential
Information in my possession or control.  If I locate such information I will notify
Google and provide a computeruseable copy of it.  I will cooperate reasonably
with  Google  to  verify  that  the  necessary  copying  is  completed,  and,  when
Google  confirms  compliance,  I  will  delete  fully  all  Google  Confidential
Information.  

(c)        Compliance.  I have no reasonable expectation of privacy in any Google
Property or in any other documents, equipment, or systems used to conduct the
business of Google.  Google may audit and search any Google Property or such
documents,  equipment,  or  systems  without  further  notice  to  me  for  any
businessrelated  purpose  at  Google’s  reasonable  discretion.    I  will  provide
Google with access to any documents, equipment, or systems used to conduct
the business of Google  immediately upon request.    I consent  to Google  taking
reasonable  steps  to  prevent  unauthorized  access  to  Google  Property  and
Google  information.    I  understand  that  I  am  not  permitted  to  add  any
unauthorized  applications  or  any  applications  that  I  do  not  have  a  license  or
authorization for use to any Google Property, and that I will refrain from copying
any software that I do not have a license or authorization to use or using such
software  or  websites  that  I  do  not  have  a  license  or  authorization  to  use  on
Google  Property.    It  is  my  responsibility  to  comply  with  Google’s  policies
governing use of Google Property.
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6.        Notification.
If  my  employment  with  Google  ends,  I  consent  to  Google  notifying  my  new
employer or any third party about my obligations under this Agreement.

7.        Solicitation of Employees.  
To the fullest extent permitted under applicable law, during my employment with
Google  and  for  twelve  months  immediately  following  its  termination  for  any
reason, whether voluntary or involuntary, with or without cause, I will not directly
or indirectly solicit any of Google’s employees to leave their employment.

8.        Export Statement of Assurance. 
In  the  course  of my  employment, Google may  release  to me  items  (including
software,  technology,  systems,  equipment,  and  components)  subject  to  the
Export  Administration Regulations  (“EAR”)  or  the  International  Traffic  in Arms
Regulations (“ITAR”).   I certify that I will not export, reexport, or release  these
items  in  violation  of  the  EAR  or  ITAR  and  I  will  not  disclose/export/re-export
these  items  to  any  person  other  than  as  required  in  the  scope  of  my
employment  with  Google.    If  I  have  any  question  regarding  this  Section  8,  I
immediately  will  contact  the  Legal  Services  Department  before  taking  any
actions.

9.        Code of Conduct.  
I  have  read  Google’s  Code  of  Conduct,  which  is  available  on  the  “Investor
Relations” page of Google’s public website.  I agree to comply with the terms of
the Code of Conduct and report any violations of the Code of Conduct.

10.        Employee Handbook. 
Google’s  Employee  Handbook  consists  of  “Core”  policies  listed  in  a  table  of
contents  on  Google’s  “Employee  Handbook”  internal  website,  and  that  those
policies  incorporate  by  reference  supplemental  policies.    Within  ten  days  of
signing this Agreement, I will read the “Core” policies within Google’s Employee
Handbook, and comply with its policies, including supplemental policies, as they
may be revised from time to time.  

11.        Use of Images.  
During  my  employment,  Google  or  its  agents  may  obtain  images  of  me  for
subsequent use in materials.  My name may or may not be included along with
such images. I grant Google permission for such use of my images, both during
and after my employment, and I understand that I will not receive any royalties
or other compensation for this use.  

12.        Arbitration and Equitable Relief.
(a)                Arbitration.    IN  CONSIDERATION  OF  MY  EMPLOYMENT  WITH
GOOGLE,  ITS  PROMISE  TO  ARBITRATE  ALL  EMPLOYMENT-RELATED
DISPUTES, AND MY RECEIPT OF THE COMPENSATION, PAY RAISES AND
OTHER BENEFITS PAID TO ME BY GOOGLE, I AGREE THAT ANY AND ALL
CONTROVERSIES,  CLAIMS,  OR  DISPUTES  WITH  ANYONE  (INCLUDING
GOOGLE AND ANY EMPLOYEE, OFFICER, DIRECTOR, SHAREHOLDER OR
BENEFIT  PLAN  OF  GOOGLE  IN  THEIR  CAPACITY  AS  SUCH  OR
OTHERWISE), ARISING OUT OF, RELATING TO, OR RESULTING FROM MY
EMPLOYMENT  WITH  GOOGLE  OR  THE  TERMINATION  OF  MY
EMPLOYMENT  WITH  GOOGLE,  INCLUDING  ANY  BREACH  OF  THIS
AGREEMENT, WILL BE SUBJECT TO BINDING ARBITRATION UNDER THE
ARBITRATION  RULES  SET  FORTH  IN  CALIFORNIA  CODE  OF  CIVIL
PROCEDURE  SECTIONS  1280  THROUGH  1294.2,  INCLUDING  SECTION
1283.05  (THE  “RULES”),  WHICH  ARE  AVAILABLE  ON  THE  “CALIFORNIA
LAW”  PAGE  OF  “CALIFORNIA  LEGISLATIVE  INFORMATION”  PUBLIC
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WEBSITE.    I  AGREE  THAT  I  MAY  ONLY  COMMENCE  AN  ACTION  IN
ARBITRATION,  OR  ASSERT  COUNTERCLAIMS  IN  AN  ARBITRATION,  ON
AN  INDIVIDUAL  BASIS  AND,  THUS,  I  HEREBY  WAIVE  MY  RIGHT  TO
COMMENCE OR PARTICIPATE IN ANY CLASS OR COLLECTIVE ACTION(S)
AGAINST  GOOGLE,  TO  THE  FULLEST  EXTENT  PERMITTED  BY  LAW.
  DISPUTES  THAT  I  AGREE  TO  ARBITRATE,  AND  THEREBY  AGREE  TO
WAIVE  ANY  RIGHT  TO  A  TRIAL  BY  JURY,  INCLUDE  ANY  STATUTORY
CLAIMS UNDER LOCAL, STATE, OR FEDERAL LAW,  INCLUDING CLAIMS
UNDER TITLE VII OF THE CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1964, THE AMERICANS
WITH  DISABILITIES  ACT  OF  1990,  THE  AGE  DISCRIMINATION  IN
EMPLOYMENT  ACT  OF  1967,  THE  OLDER  WORKERS  BENEFIT
PROTECTION  ACT,  THE  SARBANESOXLEY  ACT,  THE  WORKER
ADJUSTMENT  AND  RETRAINING  NOTIFICATION  ACT,  THE  CALIFORNIA
FAIR  EMPLOYMENT  AND  HOUSING  ACT,  THE  FAMILY  AND  MEDICAL
LEAVE  ACT,  THE  FAIR  LABOR  STANDARDS  ACT,  THE  CALIFORNIA
FAMILY  RIGHTS  ACT,  THE  CALIFORNIA  LABOR  CODE,  CLAIMS  OF
HARASSMENT,  DISCRIMINATION,  WRONGFUL  TERMINATION  AND  ANY
OTHER  CONTRACTUAL,  TORT  OR  STATUTORY  CLAIMS  UNDER
FEDERAL, CALIFORNIA AND LOCAL LAWS, TO THE EXTENT ALLOWED BY
LAW.    I  UNDERSTAND  THAT  THIS  AGREEMENT  TO  ARBITRATE  ALSO
APPLIES TO ANY DISPUTES THAT GOOGLE MAY HAVE WITH ME.

(b)                Procedure.    I  AGREE  THAT  ANY  ARBITRATION  WILL  BE
ADMINISTERED BY JUDICIAL ARBITRATION & MEDIATION SERVICES, INC.
(“JAMS”),  PURSUANT  TO  ITS  EMPLOYMENT  ARBITRATION  RULES  &
PROCEDURES  (THE  “JAMS  RULES”),  WHICH  ARE  AVAILABLE  ON  THE
“RULES/CLAUSES”  PAGE  OF  JAMS’  PUBLIC  WEBSITE,  AND  NO  OTHER
RULES FROM JAMS.    I AGREE THAT THE ARBITRATOR WILL HAVE THE
POWER  TO  DECIDE  ANY  MOTIONS  BROUGHT  BY  ANY  PARTY  TO  THE
ARBITRATION, INCLUDING MOTIONS FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT AND/OR
ADJUDICATION,  MOTIONS  TO  DISMISS  OR  TO  STRIKE,  DEMURRERS,
AND  MOTIONS  FOR  CLASS  CERTIFICATION,  PRIOR  TO  ANY
ARBITRATION  HEARING.    I  ALSO  AGREE  THAT  THE  ARBITRATOR WILL
HAVE  THE  POWER  TO  AWARD  ANY  REMEDIES  AVAILABLE  UNDER
APPLICABLE  LAW,  INCLUDING  INJUNCTIVE  RELIEF,  AND  THAT  THE
ARBITRATOR  WILL  AWARD  ATTORNEYS'  FEES  AND  COSTS  TO  THE
PREVAILING PARTY, EXCEPT AS PROHIBITED BY  LAW.    I  AGREE THAT
THE  DECREE  OR  AWARD  RENDERED  BY  THE  ARBITRATOR  MAY  BE
ENTERED AS A FINAL AND BINDING JUDGMENT IN ANY COURT HAVING
JURISDICTION THEREOF. I UNDERSTAND THAT GOOGLE WILL PAY FOR
ANY  ADMINISTRATIVE  OR  HEARING  FEES  CHARGED  BY  THE
ARBITRATOR  OR  JAMS  EXCEPT  THAT  I  WILL  PAY  ANY  FILING  FEES
ASSOCIATED WITH  ANY  ARBITRATION  THAT  I  INITIATE,  BUT  ONLY  SO
MUCH  OF  THE  FILING  FEES  AS  I  WOULD  HAVE  INSTEAD  PAID  HAD  I
FILED  A  COMPLAINT  IN  A  COURT  OF  LAW.    I  AGREE  THAT  THE
ARBITRATOR  WILL  ADMINISTER  AND  CONDUCT  ANY  ARBITRATION  IN
ACCORDANCE  WITH  CALIFORNIA  LAW,  INCLUDING  THE  CALIFORNIA
CODE OF CIVIL PROCEDURE, AND THAT THE ARBITRATOR WILL APPLY
SUBSTANTIVE  AND  PROCEDURAL  CALIFORNIA  LAW  TO  ANY  DISPUTE
OR CLAIM, WITHOUT REFERENCE TO RULES OF CONFLICT OF LAW.  TO
THE EXTENT THAT THE JAMS RULES CONFLICT WITH CALIFORNIA LAW,
CALIFORNIA  LAW  WILL  TAKE  PRECEDENCE.    I  AGREE  THAT  THE
DECISION OF THE ARBITRATOR WILL BE IN WRITING. I AGREE THAT ANY
ARBITRATION UNDER THIS AGREEMENT WILL BE HELD IN SANTA CLARA
COUNTY, CALIFORNIA.   
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(c)                Remedy.    EXCEPT  AS  PROVIDED  BY  THE  RULES  AND  THIS
AGREEMENT, ARBITRATION WILL BE THE SOLE, EXCLUSIVE, AND FINAL
REMEDY  FOR  ANY  DISPUTE  BETWEEN  ME  AND  GOOGLE.
  ACCORDINGLY, EXCEPT AS PROVIDED FOR BY THE RULES AND THIS
AGREEMENT, NEITHER I NOR GOOGLE WILL BE PERMITTED TO PURSUE
COURT  ACTION  REGARDING  CLAIMS  THAT  ARE  SUBJECT  TO
ARBITRATION.   NOTWITHSTANDING, THE ARBITRATOR WILL NOT HAVE
THE AUTHORITY TO DISREGARD OR REFUSE TO ENFORCE ANY LAWFUL
GOOGLE POLICY, AND THE ARBITRATOR WILL NOT ORDER OR REQUIRE
GOOGLE  TO  ADOPT  A  POLICY  NOT  OTHERWISE  REQUIRED  BY  LAW.
 NOTHING IN THIS AGREEMENT OR IN THIS PROVISION IS INTENDED TO
WAIVE  THE  PROVISIONAL  RELIEF  REMEDIES  AVAILABLE  UNDER  THE
RULES.

(d)                Administrative  Relief.    I  UNDERSTAND  THAT  THIS AGREEMENT
DOES NOT PROHIBIT ME FROM PURSUING AN ADMINISTRATIVE CLAIM
WITH A  LOCAL,  STATE OR  FEDERAL  ADMINISTRATIVE  BODY SUCH AS
THE DEPARTMENT OF  FAIR  EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSING,  THE EQUAL
EMPLOYMENT  OPPORTUNITY  COMMISSION,  THE  NATIONAL  LABOR
RELATIONS BOARD, OR THE WORKERS’ COMPENSATION BOARD.  THIS
AGREEMENT DOES, HOWEVER, PRECLUDE ME FROM PURSUING COURT
ACTION REGARDING ANY SUCH CLAIM.

(e)        Voluntary Nature of Agreement.  I ACKNOWLEDGE AND AGREE THAT
I  AM EXECUTING  THIS  AGREEMENT VOLUNTARILY  AND WITHOUT ANY
DURESS  OR  UNDUE  INFLUENCE  BY  GOOGLE  OR  ANYONE  ELSE.    I
ACKNOWLEDGE  AND  AGREE  THAT  I  HAVE  CAREFULLY  READ  THIS
AGREEMENT AND THAT  I HAVE ASKED ANY QUESTIONS NEEDED FOR
ME  TO  UNDERSTAND  ITS  TERMS,  CONSEQUENCES,  AND  BINDING
EFFECT .  I RECOGNIZE THAT I AM WAIVING MY RIGHT TO A JURY TRIAL.
I AGREE THAT I HAVE HAD THE OPPORTUNITY TO SEEK THE ADVICE OF
AN ATTORNEY OF MY CHOICE BEFORE SIGNING THIS AGREEMENT.

(f)               Arbitration Clause, Governing Law.  THIS ARBITRATION CLAUSE  IS
ENTERED  PURSUANT  TO  AND  GOVERNED  BY  THE  FEDERAL
ARBITRATION  ACT  (9  U.S.C.  SECTION  1,  ET  SEQ.),  BUT  IN  ALL OTHER
RESPECTS  THIS  AGREEMENT  IS  GOVERNED  BY  THE  LAWS  OF
CALIFORNIA.

13.        General Provisions.
(a)        Governing Law; Consent to Personal Jurisdiction.  Except as provided in
Section  12(f),  this  Agreement  will  be  governed  by  the  laws  of  the  State  of
California except for its choice of law rules.  If any lawsuit is permitted under or
related to this Agreement or my employment, I consent to the exclusive personal
jurisdiction and venue of the state and federal courts located in California.

(b)        Entire Agreement.  This Agreement, together with its Exhibits, and any
executed written offer letter between Google and me, are the entire agreement
between Google  and me  relating  to my  employment  and  any  related matters
and  supersede  all  prior  written  and  oral  agreements,  discussions,  or
representations.    If  there  are  conflicts  between  this  Agreement  and  the  offer
letter,  this  Agreement  will  control.    No  change  to  this  Agreement,  other  than
amendments to Sections 3 and 4 relating to personal opensource projects in a
format prepared by Google, will be effective unless in writing signed by Google
Inc.’s Chief Executive Officer.   Any change or changes in my duties, salary, or
compensation will not affect the validity or scope of this Agreement.
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(c)               Severability.    If  one or more of  the provisions  in  this Agreement are
deemed void, the remaining provisions will continue in full force and effect.

(d)                Successors  and Assigns.    This Agreement will  be  binding  upon my
heirs,  executors,  assigns,  administrators,  and  other  legal  representatives  and
will be  for  the benefit of Google,  its successors, and  its assigns.   Google may
assign this Agreement to anyone at any time without my consent.  There are no
intended thirdparty beneficiaries to this Agreement.

(e)                Waiver.      Waiver  by  Google  of  a  breach  of  any  provision  of  this
Agreement will not waive its right to take action based on any other breach.

(f)        Survivorship.  The rights and obligations of the parties to this Agreement
will survive termination of my employment with Google.

Eff. Date Nov. 2013
CA Version

E-Signature

Name of Employee

01/13/15
Date

I Agree

By selecting "I Agree" you acknowledge receipt of the
notice above. We will store the date and time that you
acknowledged receipt of this notice. Upon clicking
"Submit & continue", a copy of this notice will be emailed
to you.

Exhibit A
GOOGLE INC.

LIST OF PRIOR INVENTIONS AND ORIGINAL WORKS OF AUTHORSHIP

I understand that listing a project or an invention here does not mean that
Google is granting me permission to continue working on the project or
invention. This is only a listing of inventions or original works of authorship done
prior to employment.

Any inventions or improvements?

Yes

Since you’ve answered YES to the above question, please list your inventions or
improvements below.  To learn more about Exhibit A, please visit go/ExhibitA.

For each invention or improvement list a title, date, and identifying number or
brief description:
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contents of https://github.com/cernekee various projects hosted at sourceforge various other side
projects, public and private

If you you do not have enough space to include all of your inventions, you
may email peopleops-help@google.com with an attached file instead.

E-Signature

Name of Employee

01/13/15
Date

I Agree

By selecting "I Agree" you acknowledge receipt of the
notice above. We will store the date and time that you
acknowledged receipt of this notice. Upon clicking
"Submit & continue", a copy of this notice will be emailed
to you.

Exhibit B
GOOGLE INC.

California Labor Code Section 2870
Invention on own TimeExemption From Agreements

“(a)               Any provision  in  an employment  agreement which provides  that an
employee shall assign, or offer to assign, any of his or her rights in an invention
to  his  or  her  employer  shall  not  apply  to  an  invention  that  the  employee
developed  entirely  on  his  or  her  own  time  without  using  the  employer’s
equipment,  supplies,  facilities,  or  trade  secret  information  except  for  those
inventions that either:

Relate  at  the  time  of  conception  or  reduction  to  practice  of  the
invention  to  the  employer’s  business,  or  actual  or demonstrably
anticipated research or development of the employer.
Result  from  any  work  performed  by  the  employee  for  the
employer.

(b)                To  the  extent  a  provision  in  an  employment  agreement  purports  to
require  an  employee  to  assign  an  invention  otherwise  excluded  from  being
required to be assigned under subdivision (a), the provision is against the public
policy of this state and is unenforceable.”
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Electronic Signature Consent Agreement

Google has implemented certain electronic systems to provide you the ability to
access and edit certain employment related information in an easy and efficient
manner. Due to the electronic nature of these systems and to achieve the
efficiency contemplated, Google has chosen to use electronic authentication in
lieu of physical signatures. This agreement is entered into between you and
Google Inc., as of the date signed below, to clarify and acknowledge your consent
to use electronic authentication for such systems.

By signing below, I agree that Google may accept electronic authentication,
consisting of a UserID assigned to me and a password selected by me
(collectively, the "Electronic Signature"), as my binding assent and agreement to
access and edit certain employment related information. For purposes of
clarification, any access or edits made using the Electronic Signature will have the
same force and effect as if those actions had been made in conjunction with a
written physical signature.

Following are some of the types of actions that can be taken using these
electronic systems:

● Acknowledgement of various employment forms and agreements (like
Handbook Acknowledgement and Confidentiality Agreement)
● Change in benefits and dependent information
● Change in personal information (like Name, Marital Status etc.)

E-Signature

Name of Employee

01/13/15
Date

I Agree

By selecting "I Agree" you acknowledge receipt of the
notice above. We will store the date and time that you
acknowledged receipt of this notice. Upon clicking
"Submit & continue", a copy of this notice will be emailed
to you.
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Non-Disclosure Guidelines 

To: Google Candidates 
From: Google Staffing  
 
 
Now that you’ve been scheduled for interviews at Google, we need to take a moment to remind 
you of a few things before you come in. This is particularly important if you are currently an 
employee of another company. 
 
First and foremost, we don't want you to share any information in your interviews about your 
current employer that is confidential or trade secret information.  We mean it. 
 

• This means anything – whether or not it was formally marked as confidential or trade 
secret, or whether or not you signed an NDA for it. 

• This means information in any form – verbal, electronic or paper. 
• This means information about your current co-workers, good, bad or indifferent. 

 
If you are asked any question during your interviews with Google that you believe would lead you 
to divulge confidential or trade secret information in your answer, just tell your interviewer that it’s 
not appropriate for you to discuss this topic.  This won’t be a problem – your interviewer will 
present another question, and the interview will continue. 
 
If you continue in the interview process with us, please take reasonable steps to ensure that you 
are not continuing to be exposed to confidential or trade secret information at your current 
employer.  We don’t want you to put yourself in a position where your company might wonder 
whether you were viewing or hearing information with the thought of what you might want to 
share with Google. This is critical if you decide to accept an offer, even if you haven't formally 
accepted or shared your decision with your employer. 
 
Lastly, think about whether you are subject to any obligations in addition to confidential 
information obligations that may restrict or impact your ability to accept a job at Google or perform 
certain roles here.  This may take the form of a non-competition clause in an NDA or other 
employment document you signed at your current company.  You are responsible for 
understanding what any prohibitions may include and how they impact you.  You may want to talk 
to an attorney of your own choosing about this, if you decide to move forward in this process.   
  
Have questions on any of this?  Please let your recruiter know, and he or she will pass along your 
questions to the proper person within Google for a response. 
 
This may sound like a lot to keep in mind, but it’s extremely important to us that people who 
interview with Google keep their commitments to their current employers. As you probably know, 
we believe it’s possible to run a successful business without doing evil, and that’s how we intend 
to operate. 
 
Again, thanks for your interest in Google.  We look forward to meeting you. 
 
 
Google Staffing 

Revision 0329.2007 Google Inc. 



From: Friedman, Ross H.
To: Hajduk, Alexander M.
Subject: RE: Update and additional information in Google, Inc., 32-CA-164766
Date: Monday, August 22, 2016 4:37:36 PM

Alex-
 
Thanks.  I was on vacation last week and just got this.  Will discuss with my client and get back to
you.
 
Ross
 
Ross H. Friedman
Morgan, Lewis & Bockius LLP
77 West Wacker Drive | Chicago, IL 60601
Direct: +1.312.324.1172 | Main: +1.312.324.1000 | Fax: +1.312.324.1001 | Mobile: +1.773.497.7677
ross.friedman@morganlewis.com | www.morganlewis.com
Assistant: Linda Leslie | +1.312.324.1173 | linda.leslie@morganlewis.com
 
 

From: Hajduk, Alexander M. [mailto:Alexander.Hajduk@nlrb.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 17, 2016 1:27 PM
To: Friedman, Ross H.
Subject: Update and additional information in Google, Inc., 32-CA-164766
Importance: High
 
Hello again Ross,
 
It’s been awhile since we last discussed this case, so I thought I’d bring you up to speed on where we
are and what I’m seeking from your client.  When we last spoke back in March, I mentioned that we
were sending the case up to Advice based on the allegations that were then-pending, i.e., the final
written warning issued to Charging Party .  However, at the same time we did that,
the Charging Party filed the first amended charge that added an allegation regarding the propriety of
the Employer’s Code of Conduct Policy, the Appropriate Conduct Policy, and the Policy Against
Harassment, Discrimination, and Retaliation.  The problem was that our submission to Advice didn’t
include any reference to those policies.  Since they’ve had the case, Advice has asked us to obtain
the Employer’s position on those policies as well as other policies that have been referenced in the
other cases involving the Employer that are being investigated by my colleague Edris Rodriguez. 
Those additional policies are the Employee Communication Policy, the Corporate Services Security
Policy, the Data Security Policy/Data Classification Guidelines, and the Employment Agreement.
 
There are a lot of provisions in those policies, so these are the policies and sections of policies that
Advice has requested that we seek the Employer’s position on:
 

1)      Sections II through V of the Code of Conduct
2)      The entirety of the Appropriate Conduct Policy
3)      The entirety of the Policy Against Harassment, Discrimination, and Retaliation
4)      The introduction to and parts 1, 2, and 3 of the Employee Communication Policy
5)      The entirety of the Corporate Services Security Policy

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)



6)      Both the Data Security Policy and the Data Classification Guidelines, especially the extent to
which the latter defines terms that are then incorporated into the former

7)      Sections 2, 4, 7, and 12 of the Employment Agreement
 
I know that there’s still a lot to unpack even with these specific provisions, so I apologize for that.  I
haven’t been told explicitly when Advice would need this by, but I will check on that ASAP.  However,
I would imagine that if the Employer is going to submit a position on these policies, that Advice
would want it as soon as practicable.
 
Let me know if you have any questions about this, and feel free to call or email me with those.  I
should point out that our office numbers changed, so my new contact information is contained
below.
 
Thanks,
 
Alexander M. Hajduk
Field Examiner
National Labor Relations Board
Region 32 – Oakland, CA
Office: (510) 671-3024
Cell: (202) 431-8814
Fax: (510) 637-3315
 

DISCLAIMER
This e-mail message is intended only for the personal use
of the recipient(s) named above. This message may be an
attorney-client communication and as such privileged and
confidential and/or it may include attorney work product.
If you are not an intended recipient, you may not review,
copy or distribute this message. If you have received this
communication in error, please notify us immediately by
e-mail and delete the original message.



From: Fox, Cameron W.
To: Hajduk, Alexander M.
Subject: Re: New attorney for Google, Inc., 32-CA-164766
Date: Wednesday, September 7, 2016 3:30:12 PM
Attachments: mg info.txt

Will do. Thanks so much. Looking forward to our call tomorrow.

From: Hajduk, Alexander M.
Sent: Wednesday, September 7, 2016 11:08 AM
To: Fox, Cameron W.
Subject: New attorney for Google, Inc., 32-CA-164766

Hello again Cameron,

I received your voicemail from yesterday, but unfortunately it was after the time you said you’d be out of the office,
and now today, I’m out of the office conducting an election.  I shall return tomorrow morning and will be here all
day to discuss this case.  But in the interim, could you submit a new notice of appearance for this case?  I’ve taken
the liberty of pulling the PDF version from our website and I’ve attached it to this email.  You can then e-file it or
just email it back to me.

Then, tomorrow, we can discuss what’s going on with this case, including the history that got us to this point.

Thanks,

Alexander M. Hajduk
Field Examiner
National Labor Relations Board
Region 32 – Oakland, CA
Office: (510) 671-3024
Cell: (202) 431-8814
Fax: (510) 637-3315





From:
To: Hajduk  Alexander M.
Cc: Fox  Cameron W.
Subject: Google Inc. - NLRB Case No. 32-CA-164766 - Google Inc."s Response to Request for Information
Date: Friday, September 23, 2016 8:06:15 PM
Attachments: image003.png

Google Inc. - NLRB Case No. 32-CA-164766.pdf

Dear Mr. Hajduk,
 
Google Inc.’s Response to Request for Information is being sent to you at the request of Cameron W. Fox.  Please
feel free to contact me should you have any questions.
 

 to Cameron W. Fox
 
 

____________________________________________________________________________

Paul Hastings LLP  | 
Paul Hastings LLP | 515 South Flower Street, Twenty-Fifth Floor, Los Angeles,
CA 90071 | Direct:  | Main: +1.213.683.6000 | Fax:
+1.213.627.0705 | @paulhastings.com |
www.paulhastings.com

 

 
 

******************************************************************************************
This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or conf dential. If you received
this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any attachments.

For additional informat on, please visit our webs te at www.paulhastings.com
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From: Szapiro, Miriam
To: Hardy-Mahoney, Valerie M.; SM-Region 32, Oakland
Cc: Oddis, Robert N.; Woerner, Cynthia; Dodds, Amy L.; Shorter, LaDonna; Kearney, Barry J.; Sophir, Jayme
Subject: Google, Inc., 32-CA-164766
Date: Thursday, October 27, 2016 12:19:00 PM

Hi Valerie, as we discussed, we are closing the case today in Advice. You should resubmit with your
recommendation once you have received the completed revised rules. We also agree that you
should set a time limit for Google’s counsel to get you the revised rules, and let them know that if
they fail to meet that time period, complaint will issue on the existing rules.   
 
Thanks very much. Feel free to call with any questions or concerns.
 
Miriam
 
Miriam Szapiro
Chief, Regional Advice Branch
Division of Advice
National Labor Relations Board
202-273-0998
 



From: Hajduk, Alexander M.
To: "cameronfox@paulhastings.com"
Subject: Employer"s position on settlement and provision of revised rules in Google, Inc., 32-CA-164766
Date: Tuesday, November 1, 2016 1:11:00 PM

Hello again Ms. Fox,
 
I hope this email finds you well.  I’m writing to let you know that the Division of Advice is preparing
to close out their case on their end, but before that happens, I’ve been tasked with finding out the
Employer’s position on a few things.
 
First, as it relates to the final written warning and the rules that are currently the subject of the
charge, we need to know whether the Employer would be willing to settle those matters.  Put
differently, would the Employer be willing to settle the final written warning issued to the Charging
Party and the rules that are currently the subject of the investigation?  If so, please let me know by 5
pm on November 3, 2016.
 
Second, if the Employer is willing to settle those allegations and would like the Region to consider
the current revisions to the rules at issue, please provide a copy of those revised rules by 5 pm on
November 14, 2016.
 
If the Employer does not want to settle the allegations in the first amended charge or does not
provide the revised rules by the deadline, the Region will issue complaint on the final written
warning and the existing rules.
 
I understand there might be some confusion with this email, so if you have any questions or
concerns please do not hesitate to contact me.  I’ll be in the office today until at least 11:30 am, but
after that I’m on call for jury duty so I may not be available.
 
Thanks, and I look forward to hearing from you,
 
Alexander M. Hajduk
Field Examiner
National Labor Relations Board
Region 32 – Oakland, CA
Office: (510) 671-3024
Cell: (202) 431-8814
Fax: (510) 637-3315
 



From: Fox, Cameron W.
To: Hajduk, Alexander M.
Cc: Fox, Cameron W.
Subject: Case No. 32-CA-164766 - Revised Policies
Date: Monday, November 14, 2016 8:41:17 PM
Attachments: Standards of Conduct Policy(87863184 1).PDF

Alphabet Code of Conduct(87863271 2).PDF
Policy Against Harassment Discrimination and Retaliation(87863207 1).PDF
Alphabet Employee Communications Policy(87864158 1).PDF
Revised Corporate Services Security Policy(87862457_1).PDF
Revised Data Security Policy(87862461 1).PDF
Revised Data Classification Guidelines(87862472 1).PDF
(New) Employment Data Guidelines(87864860 1).PDF
Revised Employment Agreement(87863366 1).PDF

Mr. Hajduk,
            As part of the ongoing settlement discussions between Google and Region 32, and pursuant to your
request, I am attaching copies of the various revised policies at issue in the investigation of this case.  For
your convenience, I am providing below a list of the documents that are attached, with a note as to the
status of issuance of each.  Please let me know if you have questions or any trouble opening the
attachments.
                        All the best,
                                    Cameron Fox
 

1.      Standards of Conduct Policy (previously named the “Appropriate Conduct Policy”):  this revised policy
has been released to the workforce and it is live on Google’s internal site. 

2.      Code of Conduct:  this revised Alphabet version of the Code is replacing the earlier Google Code of
Conduct; it has not yet been approved by the Board of Directors, and so has not yet been released. 

3.      Policy Against Harassment, Discrimination, and Retaliation:  this revised policy has been released to
the workforce and it is live on Google’s internal site.
 

4.      Employee Communications Policy:  this new proposed Alphabet version of the Employee
Communications Policy is replacing the prior Google Employee Communications Policy, and it is in the
process of being released to the workforce.

5.      The Corporate Services Security Policy:  this revised policy has been scheduled for release in
approximately two weeks. 

6.      The Data Security Policy:  this revised policy has been scheduled for release in approximately two
weeks.

7.      Data Classification Guidelines:  this revised policy has been scheduled for release in approximately
two weeks.

8.      (New) Employment Data Guidelines:  this new policy, which complements the Data Classification
Guidelines, has been scheduled for release in approximately two weeks.

9.      The Employment Agreement:  this revised agreement is in use.
 
____________________________________________________________________________
Cameron W. Fox | Of Counsel, Employment Law Department 
Paul Hastings LLP | 515 South Flower Street, Twenty-Fifth Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90071 | Direct:



+1.213.683.6301 | Main: +1.213.683.6000 | Fax: +1.213.996.3301 | www.paulhastings.com
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From: Hajduk, Alexander M.
To: "Fox  Cameron W."
Subject: RE: Google, Inc., 32-CA-164766 (Cernekee)
Date: Thursday, November 10, 2016 12:54:00 PM

Cameron,
 
I wanted to let you know that I’m going to bring up these issues today when I head into a meeting with the powers
that be and I should be better able to answer them afterwards.  I’ve also got a first draft of the settlement
agreement that’s working its way up the chain now.
 
I’ll brief you later today on these issues.  My apologies for the delay.
 
-Alex
 

From: Fox, Cameron W. [mailto:cameronfox@paulhastings.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 08, 2016 8:27 PM
To: Hajduk, Alexander M. <Alexander.Hajduk@nlrb.gov>
Cc: Fox, Cameron W. <cameronfox@paulhastings.com>
Subject: Google, Inc., 32-CA-164766 
 
Hi Alex,
               I know we are still waiting to determine what effect the Murphy Oil issue in the employment agreement
might have on the parties’ ability to settle, but I did not want to wait any longer to at least send my summary of the
potential “default” issues that we discussed on Friday afternoon.  In light of the Region’s desire that any settlement
agreement include the Board’s standard default language, I raised the following questions when we spoke:
 

1.       With regard to the discipline portion of the case:  It seems that the default provision should be triggered
only if Google were to discipline an employee under any of the same policies that were at issue in 

 charge.  If not, would any type of discipline of any employee anywhere in the country that is the
subject of a labor charge (on which a complaint is issued) trigger the default provision?  For a company as
large as Google, that would obviously be very problematic.

2.       With regard to the policy portion of the case:  Here as well, it seems that the default provision should be
triggered only if Google were to maintain or enforce the policies that were at issue in 
charge.  If not, and the default could be triggered by any meritorious charge by any employee anywhere in
the country that challenges a different policy, that too would be very problematic. 

3.       With regard to BOTH portions of the case:  You mentioned that you believe the Region is not open to
settling just one piece of the case (meaning, the “policies” piece, or the “discipline” piece) alone, and would
require a settlement of the entire case or not at all.  As we discussed it, you offered to confirm if that is
correct.  (I will note that the Murphy Oil issue raises the question whether we could at least sever that
portion of the employment agreement in order to facilitate a settlement.) 

4.       Finally, I posed the question of whether the default provision could be limited as to time.  As I mentioned,
one of my cases in Region 21 recently settled with a 3-month period on the default language.     

 
               I look forward to connecting with you about these issues soon.
                              All the best,
                                             Cameron
 

____________________________________________________________________________

Cameron W. Fox | Of Counsel, Employment Law Department 

(b) (6), (  
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Paul Hastings LLP | 515 South Flower Street, Twenty-Fifth Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90071 | Direct:
+1.213.683.6301 | Main: +1.213.683.6000 | Fax: +1.213.996.3301 | www.paulhastings.com
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From: Fox, Cameron W.
To: Hajduk, Alexander M.
Subject: RE: Following Up on My Voicemail
Date: Monday, November 14, 2016 8:03:11 PM

Great to know --- thanks, Alex.
 

From: Hajduk, Alexander M. [mailto:Alexander.Hajduk@nlrb.gov] 
Sent: Monday, November 14, 2016 5:02 PM
To: Fox, Cameron W.
Subject: Re: Following Up on My Voicemail
 
Thanks Cameron. You caught me on my way out the door for class. If you need to split up any attachments
into separate emails, that'll be fine. Otherwise I'll touch base with you tomorrow.
 
Thanks,

Alexander Hajduk
 

On Mon, Nov 14, 2016 at 4:59 PM -0800, "Fox, Cameron W." <cameronfox@paulhastings.com> wrote:

Alex,
                I am nearly ready to hit “send” on my email to you with all of the revised policies.  I am awaiting clean
copies of two of them (the versions I have are still marked draft).  I expect to be able to hit send on everything
shortly.  Just wanted you to know.
                                Cameron
 
____________________________________________________________________________
Cameron W. Fox | Of Counsel, Employment Law Department 
Paul Hastings LLP | 515 South Flower Street, Twenty-Fifth Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90071 | Direct:
+1.213.683.6301 | Main: +1.213.683.6000 | Fax: +1.213.996.3301 | www.paulhastings.com
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From:
To: Hardy-Mahoney, Valerie M.; SM-Region 32, Oakland
Cc: Kearney, Barry J.; Sophir, Jayme; Szapiro, Miriam; Dodds, Amy L.; Mohr, Kyle; Shorter, LaDonna
Subject: Google, Inc., Case 32-CA-164766 (case closing email)
Date: Thursday, March 2, 2017 4:26:40 PM

The Region resubmitted this case for advice as to whether certain of the Employer’s rules remain
unlawful after the Employer’s revisions. The Region concludes that the Employer’s revisions have
cured the vast majority of its prior unlawful policies (and we agree with that conclusion), but that the
following rules are still unlawful in some respect: (1) the conflict-of-interest rule in the Code of
Conduct; (2) the introductory paragraph to the Employee Communications Policy; (3) the submission
requirement for non-technical publications in the Employee Communications Policy; and (4) the
individual arbitration requirement and mandatory collective and class-action waiver in the Employer
Agreement.
 
We agree with the Region that the conflict-of-interest rule, the introductory paragraph to the
Employee Communications Policy, and the submission requirement for non-technical publications,
remain unlawful. However, given the Employer’s prior willingness to alter its policies in order to
ensure compliance with the Act, we have included the following suggested edits (in bold) to these
rules that would render them lawful:
 
Conflict-of-Interest Rule
 

Avoid conflicts of interest. A conflict of interest is a business situation in which you
reasonably appear to be in a position to benefit yourself or a person or business you’re
associated with at the expense of the Alphabet Businesses. Sometimes a situation that
previously did not constitute a conflict of interest may develop into one. A conflict of interest
could harm your reputation and ability to do your job, and could embarrass you or Alphabet.
If an outside business activity you’re engaging in or considering engaging in might create a
conflict of interest, contact Ethics & Compliance to review the situation.

 
Introductory Paragraph to the Employee Communications Policy
 
Rather than amend the introductory paragraphs, we would simply amend the savings clause that
follows to make clear that employees may discuss Section 7-related matters both among
themselves, and with third parties such as the press:
 

Nothing in this Alphabet policy, or any Alphabet policy, limits the rights of employees to 1)
talk about pay, hours, or other terms of employment or working conditions among
themselves or with others, or 2) communicate with a government agency or official
regarding these topics or any violation of law, per applicable laws.

 
Submission requirement for non-technical books and publications in the Employee Communications
Policy
 

Non-Technical books and publications. If your book or article is not technical, but it is about

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)



Alphabet or about topics related to Alphabet or your work here, Alphabet reserves the right
to review a draft in advance of release in order to ensure compliance with applicable data
disclosure policies. Before you begin writing, submit a description of the book or article
proposal to bookpub-approvals@google.com so that Alphabet can assess whether the book
or article is likely to reveal confidentiality proprietary information or trade secrets. Books or
publications that relate to pay, hours, or other terms and conditions of employment, or
portions of publications that relate to such subjects, do not require review and/or pre-
approval.

 
Arbitration and Equitable Relief provisions in the Employment Agreement
 
With respect to the Employment Agreement’s individual arbitration requirement, we agree that the
mandatory collective and class-action waivers are unlawful under the Board’s holding in Murphy Oil
USA, Inc., 361 NLRB No. 72 (Oct. 28, 2014), enforcement denied in rel. part, 808 F.3d 1013 (5th Cir.
2015), certiorari granted, -S. Ct.-, 2017 WL 125666 (Jan. 13, 2017). However, we disagree that the
individual arbitration requirement therein unlawfully restricts employees’ access to the Board. The
revised provision states in relevant part:
 

(a)    Arbitration: In consideration of my employment with [Employer] and its promise to
arbitrate all disputes I agree that, except as provided in Section (b) below, any and all,
past, present or future controversies, claims, or disputes that [Employer] may have
against me, or that I may have against [Employer] … will be subject to binding
arbitration….

                                                                                                              
(b) Disputes Not Covered: This arbitration provision does not prohibit the filing of or pursuit
of relief through the following: (1) a court action for temporary equitable relief in aid of
arbitration, where such an action is otherwise available by law, (2) an administrative charge
to any federal, state or local equal employment opportunity or fair employment practices
agency, (3) an administrative charge to the National Labor Relations Board, or (4) any other
charge filed with or communication to a federal, state or local government office, official or
agency (for numbers (2) though (4) collectively, “a government complaint”).

 
In the Board’s recent decision in SolarCity Corp., 363 NLRB No. 83, slip op. at 5 (Dec. 22, 2015), the
employer’s policy stated that “all” or “any disputes” must be individually arbitrated except where
“expressly excluded from arbitration by statute” or “applicable law permits [an] agency … to
adjudicate the applicable claim….” Such language, the Board determined, was fatally vague and
would require specialized legal knowledge on the part of employees to decipher whether their right
to file charges with the Board was permitted by the rule’s caveats. Unlike in SolarCity, the
Employment Agreement here clearly and unambiguously informs employees of their right to file a
charge with the National Labor Relations Board. The first sentence of the Employer’s arbitration
provision informs employees that there are exceptions to the individual arbitration requirement. In
turn, those exceptions—labeled “Disputes not Covered”—states clearly that the “arbitration
provision does not prohibit the filing of or pursuit of relief through … an administrative charge to the
National Labor Relations Board.” Thus, an employee would not reasonably believe that he or she was
precluded from seeking relief through the Board.



 
Accordingly, if the Employer agrees to amend its conflict of interest rule and the two relevant
portions of the Employee Communications Policy to comply with the Act as described above, the
Region should seek to informally settle with the Employer the charge alleging an unlawful collective
and class-action waiver, pursuant to OM Memorandum 17-11, conditioned on the Agency prevailing
before the Supreme Court in Murphy Oil. If the Employer does not agree to amend its rules as
described above, the Region should issue complaint, absent settlement, alleging that the rules
violate Section 8(a)(1).
 
This email closes this case in Advice. Feel free to call with any questions or concerns.
 

National Labor Relations Board

 

 

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)
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From: Hajduk, Alexander M.
To: "Fox, Cameron W."
Subject: Re-cap on post-Advice in Google, 32-CA-164766
Date: Tuesday, March 21, 2017 7:54:00 PM

Cameron,
 
Just recapping our conversation from a moment ago, the game plan is to see if the Employer is
willing to partition the allegations regarding the Employee Agreement (Murphy Oil) into a separate
settlement that consistent with the GC’s policies that you’re aware of now and also have a separate
settlement agreement covering the rules at issue in this case and the other case.
 
The remaining rules that we found unlawful and the suggested corrections to those rules are
contained below.  Once you’ve had a chance to review these with the Employer, let me know what
their position is.
 
Conflict-of-Interest Rule
 

Avoid conflicts of interest. A conflict of interest is a business situation in which you
reasonably appear to be in a position to benefit yourself or a person or business you’re
associated with at the expense of the Alphabet Businesses. Sometimes a situation that
previously did not constitute a conflict of interest may develop into one. A conflict of interest
could harm your reputation and ability to do your job, and could embarrass you or Alphabet.
If an outside business activity you’re engaging in or considering engaging in might create a
conflict of interest, contact Ethics & Compliance to review the situation.

 
Introductory Paragraph to the Employee Communications Policy
  

Nothing in this Alphabet policy, or any Alphabet policy, limits the rights of employees to 1)
talk about pay, hours, or other terms of employment or working conditions among
themselves or with others, or 2) communicate with a government agency or official
regarding these topics or any violation of law, per applicable laws.

 
Submission requirement for non-technical books and publications in the Employee Communications
Policy
 

Non-Technical books and publications. If your book or article is not technical, but it is about
Alphabet or about topics related to Alphabet or your work here, Alphabet reserves the right
to review a draft in advance of release in order to ensure compliance with applicable data
disclosure policies. Before you begin writing, submit a description of the book or article
proposal to bookpub-approvals@google.com so that Alphabet can assess whether the book
or article is likely to reveal confidentiality proprietary information or trade secrets. Books or
publications that relate to pay, hours, or other terms and conditions of employment, or
portions of publications that relate to such subjects, do not require review and/or pre-
approval.

 



There you have it.  Let me know what the Employer’s position is and then we can proceed from
there.
 
Thanks,
 
Alexander M. Hajduk
Field Examiner
National Labor Relations Board
Region 32 – Oakland, CA
Office: (510) 671-3024
Cell: (202) 431-8814
Fax: (510) 637-3315
 



From: Fox, Cameron W.
To: Hajduk, Alexander M.
Subject:  Matter
Date: Wednesday, April 5, 2017 6:49:13 PM

Hi Alex,
                My client is back in town and I have reserved time for a call tomorrow at noon.  I expect to be able to call
you tomorrow afternoon with an update.  Thanks!
                                Best,
                                  Cameron
 
____________________________________________________________________________
Cameron W. Fox | Partner, Employment Law Department 
Paul Hastings LLP | 515 South Flower Street, Twenty-Fifth Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90071 | Direct:
+1.213.683.6301 | Main: +1.213.683.6000 | Fax: +1.213.996.3301 | www.paulhastings.com
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From: Hajduk, Alexander M.
To: "Fox, Cameron W."; 
Subject: Proposed informal Board settlement agreement and notice to employees in Google, Inc., 32-CA-164766
Date: Friday, April 14, 2017 1:42:58 PM
Attachments: SET.32-CA-164766.CA case informal settlement agreement.pdf
Importance: High

Ms. Fox and ,
 
I am sending along a PDF copy of the proposed informal Board settlement agreement and notice to
employees in connection with this case.  As you are both aware, the Regional Director has found
merit to the allegations in the first amended charge, those being that the Employer, since 

, 2015, and continuing to the present date, has: (1) made threats of unspecified reprisal to
employees because of their protected concerted activities; (2) issued a final written warning to
employees because of their protected concerted activities; and (3) maintained, enforced, and
applied rules that interfere with, restrain, and/or coerce employees in the exercise of their Section 7
rights. 
 
With that determination, the next step is to see whether the parties would be willing to enter into
this settlement agreement and notice.  As you’ll see, the settlement agreement contains provisions
about nation-wide posting, intranet posting, and email posting; the remainder being standard
boilerplate for the most part.  The notice to employees, on pages 3, 4, and 5, remedies the
allegations found meritorious in this case and contains provisions that are consistent with Board law
on previous cases involving similar allegations, but also contains modified language to address the
factual details here.  I’ve informed both parties in previous conversations that the other remaining
charges and allegations involving the Employer will be addressed in separate actions.
 
Please review thoroughly the attached agreement and notice.  If you have questions, concerns,
proposed suggestions, or proposed modifications, please feel free to contact me directly via phone
or separately via email so that I can discuss those with you and present them to the Region for
consideration.
 
The deadline for both parties to either request changes and/or enter into the settlement agreement
is COB on Wednesday, April 19, 2017.  If you intend to enter into this agreement, please initial the
bottom right-hand corner of each page (and for the Employer, the additional initial section at the
bottom of page 2), and sign in your respective areas (and again for the Employer, the final line on
the notice itself).  If there is no settlement, however, the Region will issue complaint on these
allegations by the end of the month.
 
Thank you for your time and cooperation, and I look forward to hearing from you both.
 
Alexander M. Hajduk
Field Examiner
National Labor Relations Board
Region 32 – Oakland, CA
Office: (510) 671-3024
Cell: (202) 431-8814

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)
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Fax: (510) 637-3315
 



UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 

SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 
 

IN THE MATTER OF  
Google, Inc. Case 32-CA-164766 

 
 
Subject to the approval of the Regional Director for the National Labor Relations Board, the Charged Party and 
the Charging Party HEREBY AGREE TO SETTLE THE ABOVE MATTER AS FOLLOWS: 
POSTING OF NOTICE — After the Regional Director has approved this Agreement, the Regional Office will 
send copies of the approved Notice to the Charged Party in English and in additional languages if the Regional 
Director decides that it is appropriate to do so.  A responsible official of the Charged Party will then sign and 
date those Notices and immediately post and distribute them to employees via intranet posting and email as 
proscribed herein.  The Charged Party will keep all Notices posted for 60 consecutive days after the initial 
posting. 
INTRANET POSTING - The Charged Party will post a copy of the Notice in English and in additional 
languages if the Regional Director decides that it is appropriate to do so, on its intranet at “Internal Google Plus 
(G+)” and keep it continuously posted there for 60 consecutive days from the date it was originally posted.  The 
Charged Party will submit a paper copy of the intranet or website posting to the Region’s Compliance Officer 
when it submits the Certification of Posting and provide a password for a password protected intranet site in the 
event it is necessary to check the electronic posting. 
E-MAILING NOTICE - The Charged Party will email a copy of the signed Notice in English and in additional 
languages if the Regional Director decides that it is appropriate to do so, to all current employees working at the 
Charged Party’s facilities throughout the United States.  The message of the e-mail transmitted with the Notice 
will state:  “We are distributing the Attached Notice to Employees to you pursuant to a Settlement Agreement 
approved by the Regional Director of Region 32 of the National Labor Relations Board in Case 32-CA-
164766.”  The Charged Party will forward a copy of that e-mail, with all of the recipients’ e-mail addresses, to 
the Region’s Compliance Officer at paloma.loya@nlrb.gov. 
COMPLIANCE WITH NOTICE — The Charged Party will comply with all the terms and provisions of said 
Notice.  
SCOPE OF THE AGREEMENT — This Agreement settles only the allegations in the above-captioned 
case(s), including all allegations covered by the attached Notice to Employees made part of this agreement, and 
does not settle any other case(s) or matters.  It does not prevent persons from filing charges, the General 
Counsel from prosecuting complaints, or the Board and the courts from finding violations with respect to 
matters that happened before this Agreement was approved regardless of whether General Counsel knew of 
those matters or could have easily found them out.  The General Counsel reserves the right to use the evidence 
obtained in the investigation and prosecution of the above-captioned case(s) for any relevant purpose in the 
litigation of this or any other case(s), and a judge, the Board and the courts may make findings of fact and/or 
conclusions of law with respect to said evidence. 
PARTIES TO THE AGREEMENT — If the Charging Party fails or refuses to become a party to this 
Agreement and the Regional Director determines that it will promote the policies of the National Labor 
Relations Act, the Regional Director may approve the settlement agreement and decline to issue or reissue a 
Complaint in this matter.  If that occurs, this Agreement shall be between the Charged Party and the 
undersigned Regional Director.  In that case, a Charging Party may request review of the decision to approve 
the Agreement.  If the General Counsel does not sustain the Regional Director's approval, this Agreement shall 
be null and void. 



AUTHORIZATION TO PROVIDE COMPLIANCE INFORMATION AND NOTICES DIRECTLY TO 
CHARGED PARTY — Counsel for the Charged Party authorizes the Regional Office to forward the cover 
letter describing the general expectations and instructions to achieve compliance, a conformed settlement, 
original notices and a certification of posting directly to the Charged Party. If such authorization is granted, 
Counsel will be simultaneously served with a courtesy copy of these documents. 

 
Yes __________   No __________ 

Initials   Initials 

PERFORMANCE — Performance by the Charged Party with the terms and provisions of this Agreement shall 
commence immediately after the Agreement is approved by the Regional Director, or if the Charging Party does 
not enter into this Agreement, performance shall commence immediately upon receipt by the Charged Party of 
notice that no review has been requested or that the General Counsel has sustained the Regional Director. 
The Charged Party agrees that in case of non-compliance with any of the terms of this Settlement Agreement by 
the Charged Party, and after 14 days’ notice from the Regional Director of the National Labor Relations Board 
of such non-compliance without remedy by the Charged Party, the Regional Director will issue a Complaint 
that includes the allegations covered by the Notice to Employees, as identified above in the Scope of Agreement 
section, as well as filing and service of the charge(s), commerce facts necessary to establish Board jurisdiction, 
labor organization status, appropriate bargaining unit (if applicable), and any other allegations the General 
Counsel would ordinarily plead to establish the unfair labor practices.  Thereafter, the General Counsel may file 
a Motion for Default Judgment with the Board on the allegations of the Complaint. The Charged Party 
understands and agrees that all of the allegations of the Complaint will be deemed admitted and that it will have 
waived its right to file an Answer to such Complaint.  The only issue that the Charged Party may raise before 
the Board will be whether it defaulted on the terms of this Settlement Agreement.  The General Counsel may 
seek, and the Board may impose, a full remedy for each unfair labor practice identified in the Notice to 
Employees.  The Board may then, without necessity of trial or any other proceeding, find all allegations of the 
Complaint to be true and make findings of fact and conclusions of law consistent with those allegations adverse 
to the Charged Party on all issues raised by the pleadings.  The Board may then issue an Order providing a full 
remedy for the violations found as is appropriate to remedy such violations.  The parties further agree that a 
U.S. Court of Appeals Judgment may be entered enforcing the Board Order ex parte, after service or attempted 
service upon Charged Party at the last address provided to the General Counsel.  
NOTIFICATION OF COMPLIANCE — Each party to this Agreement will notify the Regional Director in 
writing what steps the Charged Party has taken to comply with the Agreement.  This notification shall be given 
within 5 days, and again after 60 days, from the date of the approval of this Agreement.  If the Charging Party 
does not enter into this Agreement, initial notice shall be given within 5 days after notification from the 
Regional Director that the Charging Party did not request review or that the General Counsel sustained the 
Regional Director’s approval of this agreement.  No further action shall be taken in the above captioned case(s) 
provided that the Charged Party complies with the terms and conditions of this Settlement Agreement and 
Notice. 

Charged Party  
Google, Inc. 

Charging Party  

By:            Name and Title 
 
 
 

Date 
 
 

By:          Name and Title 
 
 
 

Date 
 
 

Print Name and Title below 
 
 
 

Print Name and Title below 
 
 
 

 

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)



Recommended By: 
 
 
ALEXANDER M. HAJDUK 
Field Examiner 

Date 
 
 
 

Approved By: 
 
 
VALERIE HARDY-MAHONEY 
Regional Director, Region 32 

Date 
 
 

  
 

(To be printed and posted on official Board notice form) 
 

 
FEDERAL LAW GIVES YOU THE RIGHT TO: 

 Form, join, or assist a union; 

 Choose a representative to bargain with us on your behalf; 

 Act together with other employees for your benefit and protection; 

 Choose not to engage in any of these protected activities. 

WE WILL NOT do anything to prevent you from exercising the above rights. 

YOU HAVE THE RIGHT to discuss wages, hours, and working conditions with other 
employees and WE WILL NOT do anything to interfere with your exercise of that right. 
WE WILL NOT maintain or enforce an overly-broad and discriminatory provisions in our Code 
of Conduct, the Appropriate Conduct Policy, the Policy Against Harassment, Discrimination, 
and Retaliation, the Employee Communications Policy, the Corporate Services Security Policy, 
the Data Security Policy, and the Data Classification Guidelines, and WE WILL, to the extent 
that we have not already done so, rescind and revise the following provisions: 

Code of Conduct:  
Section II, which states that each employee is expected to do their utmost to create a 
respectful workplace culture that is free of harassment, intimidation, bias, and unlawful 
discrimination of any kind; 
Section III regarding conflicts of interest and obligating employees to “always do what’s 
best for the company and our users;” 
Section IV under the heading “Preserve Confidentiality” that defines confidential 
information and prohibits its disclosure; 
Section IV under the heading of “Outside Communications and Research” that prohibits 
employees from discussing their wages, hours, and other terms and conditions of 
employment; 
Section V under the heading of “Company Equipment” that prohibits employees from 
using our email system or other communications systems on non-work time; 
Section V under the heading of “The Network” that prohibits employees from discussing 
their wages, hours, and other terms and conditions of employment; and, 
Section V under the heading of “Employee Data” that prohibits employees from 
discussing their wages, hours, and other terms and conditions of employment. 





 
 
                                       Google, Inc.
   (Employer) 

 
 
Dated:  By:   
   (Representative) (Title) 

 
 
The National Labor Relations Board is an independent Federal agency created in 1935 to 
enforce the National Labor Relations Act.  We conduct secret-ballot elections to determine 
whether employees want union representation and we investigate and remedy unfair labor 
practices by employers and unions.  To find out more about your rights under the Act and how to 
file a charge or election petition, you may speak confidentially to any agent with the Board’s 
Regional Office set forth below or you may call the Board's toll-free number 1-866-667-NLRB 
(1-866-667-6572).  Hearing impaired persons may contact the Agency's TTY service at 1-866-
315-NLRB.  You may also obtain information from the Board’s website: www.nlrb.gov. 

1301 Clay St Ste 300N 
Oakland, CA 94612-5224 

Telephone:  (510)637-3300
Hours of Operation:  8:30 a m. to 5 p m. 

 
 
 

THIS IS AN OFFICIAL NOTICE AND MUST NOT BE DEFACED BY ANYONE 
This notice must remain posted for 60 consecutive days from the date of posting and must not be altered, 
defaced or covered by any other material.  Any questions concerning this notice or compliance with its 
provisions may be directed to the above Regional Office's Compliance Officer. 









              

     

            

           

             

            

            

    

             

            

               

             

          

                

 

 

             

              

             

             

 

             

             

 





          

            

              

               

             

      

           

             

             

            

             

                

           

     

            

                

             

       

            
        

    

 

               

               

 



           

 

          
             

         

           

         

 

      
      

          
         
         

       
       
         
         

        
           

         
        

        
     

        
         

          
            

         
          

         
         

            
        
       

         
           
              
   
         

          

 



          
           

          
        

          
     

           

          

 

        
           
          

           
          

         
   

            

         

            
          

             
           

           
        

        
        
        
        

    

               

        

            
              

          
            

 



             
           

       

          
            

            
            

         
           
             

               
            

        

              

         

             
           

             
           

           
             
        

                

      

             
        

        

            

          
         

           
       

        
   

       
     

 



   
        

      
   

     
        

         
         
 

   
         

    

           
         

           
         

         

          

     

           
          
        

           
         

        
          

         
         

         
         

           
         

         
        

         

 

         
         

         

 



     
       

          
            

           
         

          
       
        

        
           
         

          
  

          
    

            
         

           
        

         
          

         
          
          

          
         

           
         

          
         

           
        

          

      

          
           

           
         

           
       

 

 



   
          

        
         

   

          

           
          

             
    

       
      

         
     

         
  

        
        

         
            
         
     

         
             

       

 
    

         
       

          
 

 
         

          
             

           
            

           

 









          

              

          

  

              

               

                 

                 

           

             

             

               

             

                

                

                   

               

               

              

                

               

                  

              

 







  
  

       

                
                 

                
                   

               
                  

             
       

                  
                

               
                   

        

                 
            

               
            

    

              
              
               

                

                   
               

              
               

          

               
             

                
               
             

               
                

          

    

                
           

                
            



  
  

 

               
                  

                  
                 

                    
              

               
                  
              

                 
                 

             
                 

                   
              

                    
                

  

                 
                 
              

    

                 
                

  

                    
              
               

                
                 

                 
    

 
                   

               
               
           

                
                

                
             

                
   



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 

REGION 32 

 
GOOGLE, INC.                          

                        and 

, an Individual 

                      and 
 
GOOGLE INC. AND NEST LABS, INC., A 
SINGLE EMPLOYER 
 

                     and 
 

, an Individual 

 
 

  
  

Case 32-CA-164766 
  
  
 

 
 

 
 
 

Case 

 
 
  
32-CA-176462 

 
 

 

Date: April 28, 2017 
 

 

AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE OF ORDER CONSOLIDATING CASES, AND CONSOLIDATED 
COMPLAINT AND NOTICE OF HEARING 

 
I, the undersigned employee of the National Labor Relations Board, being duly sworn, 
depose and say that on the date indicated above I served the above-entitled 
document(s) upon the persons at the addresses and in the manner indicated below. 
Persons listed below under "E-Service" have voluntarily consented to receive service 
electronically, and such service has been effected on the same date indicated above. 

Jenn Blackstone, Senior Counsel 
Google, Inc. 
1600 Amphitheatre Pkwy 
Mountain View, CA 94043 
VIA CERTIFIED MAIL 
7015 0920 0001 7784 6438 
 

Michael Pfyl, Senior Counsel 
Google, Inc. and Nest Labs, Inc. 
1600 Amphitheatre Pkwy 
Mountain View, CA 94043-1351 
VIA CERTIFIED MAIL 
7015 0920 0001 7784 6476 
 

Ross H. Friedman 
Morgan Lewis & Bockius, LLP 
77 W Wacker Drive, Floor 5 
Chicago, IL 60601 
VIA REGULAR MAIL 
 

Cameron W. Fox 
Paul Hastings LLP 
515 South Flower Street,  25th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 
VIA REGULAR MAIL 

Blake Bertagna 
Paul Hastings LLP 
515 S Flower Street, Floor 25 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 
VIA REGULAR MAIL 

Paul Hastings, LLP 
695 Town Center Drive, 17th Floor 
Costa Mesa, CA 92626 
VIA REGULAR MAIL 

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)
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©2015 Google - Privacy Policy - Terms of Service 

agreements (US)

Open Door Policy (US and APAC)

Part-time employment (US)

Policy Against Harassment,
Discrimination and Retaliation (US)

Smoking, drugs and alcohol use (US)

Telecommuting and working remotely
(US)

Whistleblower Protection for Govt.
Contracts and Grants (US)

Workweek, pay schedule and
attendance (US)

English
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©2015 Google - Privacy Policy - Terms of Service 

Open Door Policy (US and APAC)

Part-time employment (US)

Policy Against Harassment,
Discrimination and Retaliation (US)

Smoking, drugs and alcohol use (US)

Telecommuting and working remotely
(US)

Whistleblower Protection for Govt.
Contracts and Grants (US)

Workweek, pay schedule and
attendance (US)

English
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Global employment practices

Anti-bribery & Government Ethics
Policy

Communications and Disclosure
Policy

Confidentiality

Conflicts of interest

Employee Communications
Guidelines

Gifts and Entertainment Policy (Non-
Government)

Guidelines for Googlers using Google
products and services

Policy Against Insider Trading and
reporting financial and accounting
concerns

Retaliation Policy

Workplace Concern Policy (Global)
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©2015 Google - Privacy Policy - Terms of Service English
 















6/9/2016 Communications and Disclosure Policy  MyGoogle Help

https://support.google.com/mygoogle/answer/3259719?hl=en&ref_topic=3246339 7/7

Global employment practices

Alcohol use, smoking and drugs

Anti-bribery & Government Ethics
Policy

Communications and Disclosure
Policy

Con�dentiality

Con�icts of interest

Employee Communications Policy

Gifts and Entertainment Policy (Non-
Government)

Guidelines for Googlers using Google
products and services

Policy against insider trading and
reporting �nancial and accounting
concerns

Relationships with Coworkers Policy

Retaliation Policy

Workplace Concern Policy (Global)

©2016 Google - Privacy Policy - Terms of Service English 
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Security Policies >> Security Guidelines >> Data Classification Guidelines Status: Official
Last modified: December 10, 2013
Last reviewed: December 10, 2013

Data Classification Guidelines

Associated Policy

These guidelines were developed in accordance with the Data Security Policy.

Who Needs to Read These Guidelines

All Googlers

Details

Purpose

These Guidelines describe how data and information are classified at Google (the terms "data" and "information" are
used interchangeably in these Guidelines). Each classification is illustrated with examples based on three categories of
data: business data, user data, and employee data, which are defined in more detail below.

At Google we classify and protect information according to its sensitivity. In other words, the classification of
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information, and the steps Googlers take to protect it, should reflect the harm that would occur if the data is lost,
mishandled, or disclosed improperly.

General Guidelines

There are three basic classifications that reflect the sensitivity of information at Google: NeedToKnow,
Confidential, and Public. Additional subclassifications may be developed as needed.

Google Data Owners are responsible for making sure that information they oversee is appropriately classified
and protected. Data Owners should provide clear guidance to Googlers on how data is classified and develop specific
subclassifications or guidelines when needed. For example, PeopleOps has created a Payroll Data subclassification
to ensure that there are consistent protections for this kind of information. For more information, see Google’s Data
Security Policy.

Googlers are responsible for handling data according to the appropriate classification and seeking the
guidance of the Data Owner when needed. Googlers should mark information with the appropriate classification as
described in Google’s Security Labeling Guidelines.

Some information may be classified or reclassified differently depending on the context. How the data is
collected or created, how it is used, and what legal obligations apply to it should be taken into account when classifying
data. The classification of particular information may also change over time, to either greater or lesser sensitivity. For
instance, the details of a new Google product may be classified as NeedToKnow during design and development,
Confidential during dogfooding, and Public at launch. Googlers should assess the sensitivity of the data they need to
access in context and consult the Data Owner whenever questions arise about the proper classification.

Data Classifications

NeedToKnow Information

Google NeedToKnow information is information associated with serious legal, privacy or business concerns.
Information is properly classified as NeedToKnow whenever it would cause a significant risk of harm if it were used or
disclosed improperly.

NeedToKnow information is shared only with authorized individuals for a specific purpose. If the purpose for
accessing this information changes, or if you require acccess for additional reasons, you should seek additional
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authorization.

Examples of Google NeedToKnow information

Business Data User Data Employee Data

HighValue Intellectual Property
(HIP)

Information about potential
mergers or acquisitions

Highly sensitive forms of Company
Financial Data

Prerelease earnings
announcements

Google banking authorization
information

Detailed transaction information,
such as individual general ledger
entries

All User Data is NeedTo
Know, until otherwise
classified

User Content and Logs

Personally Identifiable
Information

Sensitive Personally
Identifiable Information

All Employee Data is Need
ToKnow, until otherwise
classified

Recruiting Information

Performance, Compensation, &
Benefits Information

Employment Records

Googlers' Personally identifiable
Information

Sensitive Personally Identifiable
Information

Guidance on Classifying NeedToKnow Information

Google NeedToKnow is how we classify information that should be restricted to authorized individuals who need to
know the information to perform their job.

If you see or have access to Google NeedToKnow information and you're not the intended audience, notify the owner
about the mistake.

All User Data and Employee Data is NeedToKnow by default. If User Data or Employee Data has been reclassified,
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disclosed outside of Google, or made public, Googlers ordinarily should treat all this information as Confidential
information, at minimum, because it is commonly combined with nonpublic information and users and employees may
retract publicly posted information. For example, a user or employee may disclose their birthday, but we generally treat
this information as Confidential or NeedToKnow when we handle it.

Information previously classified as “Sensitive” under earlier versions of these Guidelines should be classified as Need
ToKnow information.

Confidential Information

Everything we work on at Google — all the data and information we create, details of what we do, how we operate, and
our plans for the future — is, at minimum, Confidential. Google Confidential information is any information that Google
has an obligation or a need to keep private, including data that Google owns, as well as data that Google receives from
others.

Information is classified as Confidential information when unauthorized access to this information may harm users,
Google, or someone else. Typically, Confidential information is only shared with Googlers and those third parties we
work with who have agreed in writing to keep the information private.

Even if some elements of the information are known outside of Google or have been speculated about in public, it is
considered Confidential until the Data Owner explicitly makes it Public.

Examples of Google Confidential information

Business Data User Data Employee Data

All Business Data is
Confidential, until
otherwise classified

TGIF Presentations

Dogfood and
experimental products

Anonymous Information

Data sourced exclusively from
publicly available data (e.g. crawl
data or public social graphs)

Teams information

Employee Content (like an email)
that is shared with you and not
otherwise classified

Internal application logs which
capture usage by Googlers
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Business plans

Guidance on Classifying Confidential Information:

All information at Google, including all Business Data and Employee Data, is either Confidential or NeedToKnow by
default.

Everyone with access to Confidential information must exercise good judgment and make sure Confidential information
stays that way.

Public Information

Google Public information is information that has been intentionally and explicitly made available by Google to the
public.

Examples of Google Public information:

Business Data User Data Employee Data

Published source code

Press releases

Investor information

Google's Privacy Policy

Public user blog or G+ posts

Google's Transparency Report

Google Trends results

Public G+ profiles

Bios of Google executives

Guidance on Classifying Public Information

No information at Google is Public by default. Unless Google data is marked "Public," or you are certain it has been
officially released to the public, it is classified as Confidential or NeedToKnow. If you are unsure whether information
is Public, consult the Data Owner.
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Googlers who handle Public data are responsible for protecting the integrity and availability of that information. For
example, Google’s released financial results are Public, but Googlers handling this information as part of their jobs are
responsible for making sure it is not tampered with or removed.

Basic Categories of Data

When describing Google’s data classifications, these Guidelines refer to the following categories of data:

Business Data

Business Data is information about the work we do at Google, which may include information about our business
partners or that we generate during work at Google.

Company Financial Data

Company financial data is information about Google's financials that should not be public, including prerelease
earnings announcements, Google's bank account numbers and banking authorization information, and detailed
transaction information such as individual general ledger entries.

HighValue Intellectual Property

HIP is a classification specific to Google that identifies key data that if known to the outside world would have a serious
impact on the validity of our business from an intellectual property perspective. It includes source code, design
documentation, etc. for ranking algorithms and key infrastructure technologies. For more information on HIP, how to
protect it and how to handle it, see the HIP documentation.

User Data

User Data is any information from or about users of Google products and services. A “User” is anyone that uses a
Google product or service, including customers that pay for Google services, including advertisers, publishers,
merchants, and enterprise customers.

User Data includes data that Google collects from users (like phone numbers or email addresses), data that Google
receives for or on behalf of users (like email), as well as information that we create about users (like logs). For more
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information about User Data, see Google’s User Data Access Policy.

User Content

User Content is a subcategory of User Data that refers to any data that users generate themselves or provide to
Google (like email and documents), data that Google receives or collects on behalf of users (like email or chat
messages), or that users generate using Google services (like a report on their use of Google products).

Employee Data

Employee Data is any information generated about a Googler or that Google obtains in the context of employment. For
the purposes of classifying Google information, Employee Data includes anonymous, pseudonymous, and aggregate
data. For more information about Employee Data, see Google’s Employee Privacy Policy.

Recruiting Information

Recruiting Information is any information Google obtains from or about a potential Googler during the application,
interview, and hiring process, including the information collected and generated to identify potential candidates.

Performance, Compensation, & Benefits Information

This is information relating to a Googler’s performance (ratings, evaluations, and assessments), compensation (salary,
equity awards, and bonuses), and benefits (insurance, retirement plans, and vacations).

Employee Content

Employee Content is data generated when Googlers use Google Corporate Services provided to do their job. This
includes any data that Googlers generate themselves or provide to Google (like email, calendar entries, and
documents), data that Google receives or collects on behalf of Googlers (like email or chat messages), or that Googlers
generate automatically (like logs of internal access).

Employment Records

Employment Records are any information about the employeeemployer relationship with a Googler, including
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Recruiting Information, Performance, Compensation, & Benefits Information, employment contracts, the results of
background and credit checks, and records of training, misconduct, and discipline.

Individual Information

Individual Information is any information Google accesses from or about an individual, whether that individual is a
Google user, employee, or anyone else. Individual Information can be User Data (when it is information about a user)
or Employee Data (when it is information about a Googler) or it can be information about other individuals (such as a
Google partner or the customers of a Google user). Individual Information generally comes in one of the following
forms:

Anonymous Information

Individual Information is anonymous when it is not possible to identify any individual from the data. Anonymous
Information may be created in different ways, including by collecting and storing it without identifying details or
aggregating, deidentifying, or redacting identifying information. Anonymizing data is difficult to get right and Googlers
should consult Privacy’s anonymization team (go/pwgaggregation) to ensure effective anonymization. Examples:
Google Trends, Google Transparency Report. See the PWG Aggregation Page for further information.

Pseudonymous Information

Pseudonymous Information is information that is (1) linked to a pseudonym or another unique identifier, and (2)
anonymous — it does not identify an individual, either alone or in combination with other data.

Personally Identifiable Information (PII)

PII is information that personally identifies an individual and any other data which can be reasonably linked to such
information by Google. The following basic guidelines apply to classifying data as PII:

An individual’s name, email address, mailing address, or telephone number, either alone or in combination, are
considered PII.

PII includes any information that is combined with PII or can be linked to PII with a reasonable level of confidence
based on information available to Google.

 

 



6/4/2016 Data Classification Guidelines

https://securitydoc.corp.google.com/security/policy/guidelines/data_classification.html?cl=head 9/11

If there is any doubt about whether the information is PII, Googlers should treat the data as PII until the data is
reclassified in accordance with guidance from Privacy’s anonymization team.

Solely for the purposes of classifying data internally at Google, the following types of data are classified as PII by
default until reclassified: IP addresses, and unique account identifiers (such as account or customer ID, GAIA ID,
or screen name).

Data categorized as PII under these Guidelines may differ from data defined as “personal information,” “personal
data,” or “personally identifiable information” in Google’s external statements or applicable laws.

Sensitive Personally Identifiable Information (SPII)

SPII is PII that is subject to heightened legal requirements or presents a significant risk of harm to an individual if it is
compromised or misused. Sometimes even anonymizing SPII may not eliminate this risk of harm. The following kinds of
information are considered SPII:

Account Credentials: nonpublic information used to log in, authenticate or authorize activity as a particular
individual, which may include the following:

Passwords, passphrases and PINs

Cryptographic keys or authentication keys

Data that would permit account access or recovery (e.g., userselected secret questions and answers,
account creation date)

Biometrics or DNA profile

Session cookies (when used for authentication)

Government Identification Numbers: any state or national identification number, including Social Security Number
(SSN), passport number, or driver's license number.

Cardholder Data (CHD): Information associated with a specific payment card account (including credit cards,
debit cards, or any other payment card), including:
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Primary Account Number (PAN): The account digits on the front of a payment card. PAN does not include
partial card numbers which include, at maximum, the first six and last four digits.

Card Verification Value (CVV2/CVC2/CID/CAV2/CSC): The 3 or 4 digit security code on the front or back of
the payment card, used for cardnotpresent transactions.

Magnetic Stripe Data: Information extracted from the magnetic stripe on the back of a payment card.

Expiration Date (if stored in conjunction with PAN): The expiration date on the front of the card.

Cardholder Name (if stored in conjunction with PAN): The name on the front of the card.

Financial Account Data: Information about a specific financial transaction, including financial account numbers
(including any Cardholder Data) and the details about the financial transaction (such as the amount of the
transaction, what was purchased, the identity of the merchant, and the date of the transaction).

Healthcare Information: details about an individual's past, present or future physical or mental health or condition.

Sensitive Background Information: any information relating to an identifiable individual’s ethnicity, political
affiliation, sexual orientation, or religious affiliation.

Data categorized as SPII may differ from data defined as “sensitive personal data” in Google’s external statements or
applicable laws.

Institutional Information

Institutional Information is information Google accesses about a legal entity, such as a company, business,
organization, or government agency. Institutional Information can be User Data (when it is information about a user) or
it can be information about other businesses (such as a Google partner or the customers of a Google user). Like
Individual Information, Institutional Information can be anonymous, pseudonymous, identifiable, and/or sensitive.

Rationale

Classifying data is a key step in protecting it. Information at Google may be subject to extremely different controls,
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limitations, and obligations depending on its sensitivity. We have committed to make certain information public and
promised to keep other information confidential (for instance, in our Privacy Policy). We often have legal or contractual
obligations to protect data or prevent disclosure of the information that could harm users, Googlers, or Google.

Exceptions or changes to these guidelines

The Google Security Policy Team (sp@google.com) maintains these guidelines. Exceptions to these guidelines must
be approved by the Security Policy Team (sp@google.com). Changes to this policy must be approved by a Vice
President of Information Security or higher.

Search security policies   Search

This document is Google Confidential.
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  Guidelines for Classifying and Protecting
Employee Data (go/employee-data)

Who Needs to Read These Guidelines

All Googlers.

Purpose of These Guidelines

This policy describes how Employee Data should be handled at Google to ensure its confidentiality, integrity, and
availability.

Note: This policy does not apply to Business Data or User Data. Make sure you've determined the correct data
category before applying these or any other guidelines.

Details

Classifying Employee Data

As per the Data Classification Guidelines, all Employee Data is classified as NeedToKnow until otherwise
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classified. Within the Employee NeedToKnow classification, these Employee Data Guidelines define two sub
classifications of Employee Data:

Employee Personal Data — This includes any information that relates to the employee’s personal identity,
personal affairs, compensation, or performance including diversity data (e.g., ethnicity, sex), personal
contact details (e.g., home address, personal email address), salary, performance review data, etc. This is the
default classification for employee data unless otherwise classified.

Employee Corporate Data — This includes information that relates solely to the employee’s corporate
contact details, use of corporate devices, systems, and logs, and corporate events and programs including
corporate username (LDAP), corporate email address and telephone number (stored anywhere other than
the Corporate Directory), and corporate machine IP address. Examples of data sets that fall into this
category include internal application logs related to the employee’s corporate account or spreadsheets of
Googler names and usernames collected for a specific purpose (e.g., a ski trip) that does not contain other
Employee Personal Data as defined above.

Both of these classifications are NeedToKnow, so information should be shared only with authorized individuals
for a specific purpose. The subclassifications can be used by data owners and developers to determine the types
of data protection controls required for their data.

Protecting Employee Data

The Data Security Policy details Googlers’ responsibilities in handling NeedToKnow information, including
Employee data. Data protection controls sufficient to prevent unauthorized access must be implemented. The
strength of the control should be commensurate with the sensitivity of the information. If in doubt, consult your
Privacy Working Group (PWG) and/or contact employee-privacy@google.com. The following table details the
minimum required data protection controls for each classification of Employee Data.

Data classifcation
level/sublevel

Minimum recommended data protection controls

Needtoknow 
Employee Personal Data

Authentication & Authorization

 

 



6/4/2016 Guidelines for Classifying and Protecting Employee Data

https://privacydoc.corp.google.com/privacy/policy/guidelines/employee_data.html?cl=head 3/8

e.g., Diversity data,
personal contact details,
compensation data,
performance review data

Authentication and authorization controls must be implemented at all layers
of the stack to respect the principle of least privilege and restrict access to
only those Googlers with a business need to access the data.

Access to certain data types in this classification require approval from
People Operations (see go/pv-ac for details).

Interns are not permitted to access this data.

Finegrained authorization must be used to restrict access to specific objects
on a needtoknow basis.

Broad, coarsegrained or administrator access to data must be strictly
limited.

Access to data must generally be restricted to fully trusted client devices. For
exact requirements, refer to Tiered Access Guidelines.

For more detail on best practice authentication and authorization see
go/dpdocs-triple-a.

Logging & Auditing

Centralized audit logs must be generated for all human accesses** to data.
Wherever technically possible, data access logs must be stored in Gin.

Coarsegrained / administrator access to data (e.g., storage layer accesses)
must be logged and audited.

For environments that allow it, all code should be reviewed and explicitly
authorized (e.g., BCID L3). Where not possible (e.g., commercial 3rd party
software), development, deployment and maintenance activities must
comply with Google’s change management policy.

Encryption
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Data must be encrypted whilst in transit across any untrusted networks.

Data must be encrypted at rest (e.g., eStorage enabled storage systems).

Monitoring

The number of people with broad, coarsegrained or administrative access to
data should be monitored by the system or data owner (e.g., Hubble
monitoring).

Needtoknow 
Employee Corporate
Data

e.g., Corporate contact
details (stored elsewhere
from "Teams”), corporate
IT logs

Authentication & Authorization

Authentication and authorization controls must be implemented at all layers
of the stack to respect the principle of least privilege and restrict access to
only those Googlers with a business need to access the data.

Finegrained authorization should be used as needed to restrict access to
specific objects on a needtoknow basis.

Broad, coarsegrained or administrator access to data must be restricted to
only those Googlers with a business need to access the data.

Access to data must generally be restricted to fully trusted client devices. For
exact requirements, refer to Tiered Access Guidelines.

Logging & Auditing

Centralized audit logging (Gin) for all human accesses** is encouraged
wherever possible and appropriate

Commensurate to risk and in environments that allow it, all code should be
reviewed and explicitlyauthorized (e.g., BCID L3).
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Encryption

Data must be encrypted while in transit across any untrusted networks.

Confidential 
Employee Data

e.g., Employee Content,
Teams corporate
directory

Authentication & Authorization

All accesses to data must be authenticated and access restricted to Googlers
and those third parties we work with who have agreed in writing to keep the
information private.

Access to data must generally be restricted to minimally trusted client
devices. For exact requirements, refer to Tiered Access Guidelines.

Encryption

Data must be encrypted while in transit across any untrusted networks.

Public 
Employee Data

e.g., Public Google
Executive Biographies

Authentication & Authorization

Authentication and authorization controls should be used to ensure the
integrity and availability of the data.

**Data access logs only need to be generated for human accesses outside "normal” application use. For example,
an employee accessing their own data or a manager accessing their reports’ data in the employee compensation
tool does not need to generate an audit log, however a HRBP using "administrator” rights should generate an audit
log. A SWE or SRE accessing data through a stubby interface or storage layer for debugging purposes should
always generate an audit log.
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Processing or storing Employee Data on Google Cloud Platform

As described above, the privacy and security controls required are based on the classification of data you are
processing. The Security & Privacy Team has defined four "criticality buckets” (go/g-on-g-product-status) of
"GoogleonGoogle” applications and the current status of each GCP product’s privacy and security controls. The
data protection requirements for these buckets are consistent with the requirements described in this document.
The following table describes how Employee Data Classification levels map to GoogleonGoogle criticality
buckets:

Employee Data
Classification

GoogleonGoogle Criticality
Bucket

Example application and controls

Needtoknow (Personal) Application with substantial
impact if compromised

Prosper is a onestop shop for Googlers to find
their compensation and benefits information.
GAE hosts Prosper Frontend which makes
stubby calls to the Compensation Service
running on Borg. Data is stored in encrypted
and auditable (eStorage + AuditRequirements)
Spanner databases. Gin logs are generated by
the GAE Frontend and Borg Compensation
Service. The role account used to run the
Compensation Service is BCID L3 compliant.
Finegrained ACLs ensure the majority of
employees can only view their own data, and
any coarsegrained or administrative access is
strictly limited.

Needtoknow (Corporate) Application with contained
impact if compromised

"Fleet Manager” (hypothetical) processes and
stores corporate IT logs containing Googler
LDAPs, hostnames and IP addresses. GAE hosts
XYZ Frontend with data stored in GCS. The
application is used by certain members of
TechStop, Security and Corp Eng teams. Access
should be restricted to only those Googlers with
a business need to access the data, however
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finegrained (record level) access controls are
not appropriate in this case. Gin data access logs
are written for all accesses to Employee data.

Confidential Application with contained
impact if compromised

As per the Data Classification Guidelines, the
Teams corporate directory is classified
Confidential. Authentication and authorization
controls should be used to restrict access to
Googlers and those third parties we work with
who have agreed in writing to keep the
information private.

Public Application with minimal
impact if compromised

Biographies of Google Executives are made
publicly available. Authentication and
authorization controls should be used to ensure
the integrity and availability of the data.

Associated policies

Data Security Policy

Data Classification Guidelines

Employee Privacy Policy

Privacy Policy Puppy: What categories of data may be copied or exported by Google into BigQuery?

Security Policy Kitten: May I run applications processing sensitive data on the Google App Engine platform?

Associated document

GonG Cloud Product Readiness

Administrivia

Who: These guidelines were written by iangreen@ with input from various Privacy, Security and Corp Eng
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teams.

Approved: These guidelines were approved by Privacy Policy Team (ippt@google.com) on February 18, 2016.

Management Sponsor: Gerhard Eschelbeck (gerharde@google.com)

Exceptions or Changes to These Guidelines

The Employee Privacy Team (employee-privacy@google.com) maintains this policy. Exceptions or changes to
this policy must be approved by the Director of Privacy or higher.

This document is Google Confidential.

Search the internal privacy policies!

  search  
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Standards of Conduct Policy (US)* 
 
Prohibited Behaviors 
 
Google encourages Googlers to speak up if they see something they don’t think is right. Google 
holds employees to the highest standards of ethics and conduct to maintain a healthy, fun and 
collaborative environment. We expect Googlers to work cooperatively with co-workers, TVCs, 
clients, and visitors. 
 
Certain prohibited behaviors could result in disciplinary action up to and including termination. 
Examples of those behaviors are provided below.  Nothing in this policy, or any other Google 
policy, limits employees’ rights to (1) talk about pay, hours, or other terms of employment or 
working conditions, or (2) to communicate with a government agency or official regarding those 
topics or any violation of law. 
 
Prohibited behaviors include: 
 

● Violation of company policy, including but not limited to the company’s Policy Against 
Harassment, Discrimination and Retaliation. 

 
● Theft, stealing or removal (without express permission) of any property you do not own. 

 
● Unethical behavior, including dishonesty, failure to disclose conflicts of interest, or 

falsification of any records, forms, or reports. 
 

● Accessing data in violation of privacy, security or other policies, or modifying access 
rights to any system that contains user, employee or customer data without express 
permission of the data owner. 

 
● Insubordination (refusing a reasonable work assignment or refusing to follow 

work-related instructions). 
 

● Verbal or physical conduct that a reasonable person would find threatening, intimidating, 
bullying or coercive, or the gratuitous sabotage or undermining of a co-worker’s work 
performance. 

 
● Unprofessional behavior toward clients or visitors, including but not limited to the use of 

profane or disrespectful language.  
 

● Soliciting other Googlers, TVCs or clients on working time.  
 



● Excessive absenteeism, such as being absent for three or more days in a row without 
notice. 

 
● Creating a significant safety or health hazard, intentionally or unintentionally. 

 
● Possession of weapons and/or any type of firearms on Google premises 

 
● Engaging in or threatening to engage in violent behavior. 

 
● Mistreating or destroying company property, such as downloading illegal content or 

unapproved software. 
 

● As a manager, asking or requiring an Administrative Business Partner or subordinate to 
conduct purely personal tasks for you during work time. 

 
● Possession, sale and/or use of controlled substances. 

 
● Committing a felony that might impact the business and/or company, such as fraud or 

theft. 
 
Reporting a Concern 
 
Googlers are free to voice concerns and questions about behavior in the workplace, their jobs, 
work groups, or general work conditions. Googlers can reach out to their Human Resources 
Business Partner (HRBP) or visit Google’s Workplace Concern Policy for more information 
about some of the channels available for raising concerns and questions. 
 
Last updated: September 2016 

*This policy was previously titled the Appropriate Conduct Policy 
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Code of Conduct 
 
Purpose 
 
Directors and employees of Alphabet, its subsidiaries, and its controlled affiliates are 
expected to always do the right thing -- to do business ethically and with integrity, to 
follow the law, and to report situations where they believe that this expectation is not 
being met. 
  
Who Must Follow this Code? 
 
This Code applies to all employees and directors of Alphabet, its subsidiaries, and its 
controlled affiliates, collectively referred to as “Alphabet Employees”, as well as Alphabet, 
its subsidiaries, and its controlled affiliates, collectively referred to as the “Alphabet 
Businesses”. 
 
Contractors, consultants, and others temporarily assigned to perform work for Alphabet 
Businesses are also expected to follow this Code in connection with their work for the 
Alphabet Businesses. 
  
Failure to Follow the Code 
 
For Alphabet Employees, failure to follow this Code can result in disciplinary action, 
including termination of employment. For contractors, consultants, and others 
temporarily assigned to perform work for Alphabet Businesses, failure to follow this 
Code can result in termination of that business relationship.  
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1. Avoid Conflicts of Interest 
 
Avoid conflicts of interest. A conflict of interest is a situation in which you reasonably 
appear to be in a position to benefit yourself or a person or business you’re associated 
with at the expense of the Alphabet Businesses. Sometimes a situation that previously 
did not constitute a conflict of interest may develop into one. 
 
A conflict of interest could harm your reputation and ability to do your job, and could 
embarrass you or Alphabet.  

If an outside activity you’re engaging in or considering engaging in might create a conflict 
of interest, contact Ethics & Compliance to review the situation. 

 
2. Maintain A Work Environment Free of Harassment and Discrimination 
 
Employment at Alphabet Businesses is based upon individual merit and qualifications 
directly related to professional competence. Do not engage in harassment or improper 
discrimination of any kind, including on the basis of race, color, religion, veteran status, 
national origin, ancestry, pregnancy status, sex, gender identity or expression, age, 
marital status, mental or physical disability, medical condition, sexual orientation, and 
any other characteristics protected by law. Alphabet Businesses will make all necessary 
accommodations to meet obligations under laws protecting the rights of the disabled. 
 
3. Protect Users’ and Customers’ Information  
 
Collect, use, and access users’ and customers’ information only as authorized by 
applicable security policies, privacy policies, data protection laws, and other applicable 
laws. 
 
4. Maintain A Workplace Where Concerns of Misconduct Can Be Raised Safely and 
Are Investigated Fairly 

 
Always raise suspected violations of this Code, or behavior you believe may be 
unethical or unlawful. You can raise a concern, including a concern that an Alphabet 
Employee or an Alphabet Business is violating this Code, by contacting your manager or 
the Alphabet Helpline, which permits anonymous reporting. 

 
Allegations of misconduct, including violations of this Code, will be investigated fairly, 
and incidents of misconduct will be responded to appropriately. Cooperate in internal 
investigations of alleged misconduct. 

 
Never retaliate or allow retaliatory employment actions against an Alphabet Employee 
or service provider because he or she raised a concern or participated in an 
investigation of alleged misconduct. 
 
5. Protect the Assets of Alphabet Businesses 
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Protect the assets of Alphabet Businesses, including their proprietary information, 
intellectual property and trade secrets, equipment, communication facilities, and physical 
facilities. 
 

a. Confidentiality 
Keep confidential Alphabet’s financial and product information, user and customer 
information, and any other proprietary business information belonging to 
Alphabet Businesses. 

b. Intellectual Property 
Protect the intellectual property rights of Alphabet Businesses -- including 
trademarks, logos, copyrights, trade secrets, “know-how”, and patents. 
 

c. Communication Facilities 
Don’t permit unauthorized access to company networks.  

 
d. Physical Security and Company Equipment 

Protect the physical security of our work environment and the equipment in it. 
Always wear any access badge you’ve been issued visibly, and don’t let 
unauthorized visitors “tailgate” behind you through doors. Promptly report any 
suspicious activity.  

 
6. Spend Money Wisely, Keep Complete and Accurate Financial Records, and 

Support All Internal Controls 
 
Make sure that money is appropriately spent, financial records are complete and 
accurate, and internal controls are followed.   If your job involves the financial recording 
of Alphabet business transactions, make sure that you are familiar with all relevant 
policies. Never interfere with the auditing of financial records.  Never falsify any company 
record or account. Never sign any contract on behalf of an Alphabet Business unless you 
are authorized to do so under the applicable Commitment and Signature Authority 
Policy.  All contracts should be in writing and contain all relevant terms.  If you suspect or 
observe any irregularities relating to financial integrity, recording of transactions, or fiscal 
responsibility, no matter how small, immediately report them. 
 
7. Obey the Law and Company Policies 

 
Obey all applicable legal requirements and any Alphabet and company-specific policies, 
including, if you are employed by a subsidiary or controlled affiliate of Alphabet, your 
employer’s code of conduct and other policies .  Understand the laws and regulations 
that apply to your work, such as anti-bribery laws, trade control laws, competition laws, 
and insider trading and related securities laws. Familiarize yourself with Alphabet’s 
Insider Trading Policy, which applies to all Alphabet Employees. 
 
8. Use Responsible Suppliers 
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Use responsible suppliers that share our approach to labor practices, protecting the 
environment, and obeying the law. 

 
Additional Information 
 
If you have any questions regarding this Code, or if you suspect an actual or potential 
violation of this Code, please contact Ethics & Compliance,  your manager, or the 
Alphabet Helpline. 
 
***************************************************************************
******************************************** 



 

Policy Against Harassment, Discrimination and Retaliation 
(US) 

Google’s philosophy is that all employees, TVCs and visitors are entitled to a positive 
environment where everyone can be a successful contributor. To that end, all employees are 
entitled to, and have a responsibility to uphold, a culture that is free of harassment, intimidation, 
bias and discrimination.  

Employees who are found to have violated this policy are subject to discipline up to and 
including termination. 

What is harassment? 

Harassment is unwelcome conduct (physical, verbal or non-verbal) based on an individual’s 
protected status that creates an environment that is intimidating, hostile, or abusive, or a situation 
where enduring such conduct is a condition of employment.  Harassment can be one severe 
incident or a series of less severe incidents. 

Sexual harassment includes, but is not limited to, making unwanted sexual advances and requests 
for sexual favors where 1) submission to such conduct is made an explicit or implicit term or 
condition of employment; (2) submission to or rejection of advances is used as the basis for 
employment decisions affecting an individual; or (3) unwanted conduct has the purpose or effect 
of substantially interfering with an individual’s work performance or creating an intimidating, 
hostile or offensive working environment, even if it does not lead to tangible or economic job 
consequences. 

What is discrimination? 

Discrimination is behavior in the workplace that results in the terms and conditions of an 
individual’s employment being adversely affected due to the individual’s protected status. 

What is protected status? 

Protected status varies by location, but may include categories like race, creed, color, religion, 
sexual orientation, sex (including gender, gender identity/expression or transgender, pregnancy 
and childbirth or related condition, breastfeeding or related condition, or sex stereotyping), 
national origin, disability, medical condition, age, genetic information, military or veteran status, 
protected leaves, marital status, or any other basis protected by law.  

Each Googler is expected to do their utmost to create a workplace culture that is free of 
harassment, intimidation, bias and discrimination based on protected status.  This includes 
behaviors that you might experience as an employee at a client or supplier organization.  If you 
see or experience something that doesn’t feel right to you, please speak up. More information 
about the channels to raise workplace concerns, and the process for investigating a concern can 
be found in Google’s Workplace Concern Policy. 

 



 

Retaliation for reporting any incidents of actual or perceived discrimination, harassment, or 
bullying, or for participating in any investigation of such incidents is strictly prohibited. More 
information about Google’s policy against retaliation can be found in Google’s Retaliation 
Policy. 

Please visit Google’s Workplace Concern Policy for more information about the channels to 
raise workplace concerns and the process for investigating a concern. 

Last updated: September 2016 
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This policy covers internal and external communications by our employees in general, including via 
social media, participation in external events and conferences, books and articles, and interaction 
with the press, etc. For more information on external communications by our employees with 
members of the media and investment community, particularly as they relate to material nonpublic 
information such as our financial performance, please see the  Communications and Disclosure 
Policy . 

 
 

Employee Communications Policy 

As employees of Alphabet and its subsidiaries and controlled affiliates (collectively, Alphabet), we have a unique 

opportunity to make a big difference in the world. Along with that opportunity comes an important requirement: 

that we always represent ourselves responsibly. Remember that as long as you are employed here, we expect you 

to consider how you communicate internally and externally. 

Please read through and follow this policy. Depending on the circumstances, failing to follow this policy may have 

consequences for your employment with Alphabet, up to and including termination, subject to local laws. If you 

have questions, there are contacts at the end to help you. 

Nothing in this Alphabet policy, or any Alphabet policy, limits the rights of employees to 1) talk about pay, hours, or 
other terms of employment or working conditions, or 2) communicate with a government agency or official 
regarding these topics or any violation of law, per applicable laws. 

Part 1 - Legal Agreements 

Confidentiality agreement 

When you joined Alphabet or a subsidiary or controlled affiliate of Alphabet, you signed an agreement containing 

various obligations including the requirement to hold proprietary information and trade secrets in strictest 

confidence. Please reference the terms of your agreement for specifics.  

Note: If you come across something that you think discloses confidential information inappropriately, reach out to 

go/stopleaks or contact security-incidents@google.com and stopleaks@google.com. 

Code of Conduct 

 



 

You are also bound by Alphabet’s Code of Conduct and the employee policies that apply to you. If you are 

employed by a subsidiary or controlled affiliate of Alphabet, please also consult your employer’s code of conduct 

(e.g., Googlers are bound by Google’s Code of Conduct), as well as any applicable policies of your employer. The 

Alphabet Code of Conduct outlines how to protect yourself from possible conflicts and the importance of keeping 

our proprietary information and trade secrets confidential. We encourage you to review the Alphabet Code of 

Conduct, your employer’s code of conduct, and any relevant policies carefully.  

You should also review Alphabet’s Communications and Disclosure Policy, which provides guidelines regarding 

communications, particularly as they relate to material nonpublic information, by our employees with our 

stockholders, the media, and the investment community in order to comply with applicable securities laws and 

requirements of the NASDAQ Global Select Market. It also explains what is considered material nonpublic 

information and who is authorized to speak to the public on behalf of Alphabet.  

Part 2 - Internal Communications 

We all have a responsibility to consider the impact of our words on others so that we continue to have an inclusive 

environment that is free of discrimination, harassment, and retaliation. To this end, remember to use good 

judgment and ensure that your communications (email, discussion groups, Hangouts, Google+ posts, Memegen, 

etc.) are in alignment with Alphabet’s Code of Conduct, your employer’s code of conduct, and any relevant policies . 

Part 3 - External Communications 

Rules of Engagement 

There is massive curiosity about all things Alphabet 

There’s an ongoing and global appetite for news or rumors attached to Alphabet. Even when you only 

intend to express your personal point of view, if you are not clear about that, others may conflate it with 

what Alphabet “thinks” or “believes” (or must be doing!). Things you post (blogs, Google+, Twitter, 

Facebook, etc.) can’t be easily taken back, and things you say in spoken conversation may be noted or 

recorded by someone else. And given the speed at which information travels, anything you say can be 

found and go viral. So as the old adage goes, think before you speak (or tweet). 

Note that even anonymous or pseudonymous comments come with risk. It would not be difficult for an 

enterprising reporter or person to link a post to your name, and then to your employment at Alphabet. 

 



 

Speak with good information 

When speaking about Alphabet publicly, whether on social media, at a conference, or at a party with 

friends, do not assume that any information you read in the news or on opinion sites or blogs is factual.  In 

the case of confidential proprietary information or trade secrets, do not assume that you are free to 

discuss those topics just because news related to them might have appeared in the media or on the 

Internet. If you you have any questions regarding information you can or cannot share, reach out to 

press@abc.xyz. 

Take the high road 

Do not take it upon yourself to speak on behalf of Alphabet to defend the company, criticize our 

competitors or potential competitors, or “set the record straight” about our position, strategy, direction, etc. 

No matter how well-intentioned, unauthorized comments made on behalf of the company may 1) go viral 

in unexpected ways; 2) be subject to subpoena or other court action; 3) seriously undermine the hard work 

of our legal, policy, and communications teams; or 4) expose us and you personally to litigation. If you 

come across something you think merits a response, send it to press@abc.xyz  instead of taking it on 

yourself. 

Social Media 

In the age of social media, it’s possible—even likely—that your profiles are identifiable as belonging to an 

employee of Alphabet, and it is important to keep that in mind when using social media. In this section, you 

can find some rules to follow when using social media (including blogs) for personal expression. 

Alphabet permits use of its corporate network for personal purposes so long as such use does not 

interfere with getting your work done or disrupt or burden our systems and complies with all policies. 

Do your work on Alphabet’s corporate social media 

If you are interacting with clients, customers, or other Alphabet employees for work, you should use your 

corporate account. Don’t use personal gmail or personal social media accounts for work purposes, and 

never put Alphabet’s confidential proprietary information or trade secrets into a personal account. For 

Googlers, more information on these specific guidelines can be found on the Accounts Security Policy .  

 



 

Review your visibility settings 

Many social networks provide tools to restrict who can view your profile and content. Features such as 

circles in Google+ and customizable privacy settings on social media can be helpful in drawing the line 

between what is your own opinion and what is Alphabet’s. Keep in mind that even if you share something 

to a circle or private group, it’s still possible for it to be reshared, screenshot, etc., even if that was not your 

intention. 

Disclose your relationship to Alphabet 

If you talk or post about Alphabet’s products and services outside the company, it is important that you 

appropriately disclose your relationship to Alphabet by 1) posting a standing disclaimer, and 2) making it 

clear what your relationship is with Alphabet. 

Disclaimer. If you frequently comment about Alphabet’s products, services, or technologies, add a 

disclaimer to your profile indicating that your opinions are your own, for example, “The opinions stated 

here are my own, not those of my company.” Remember that even having a disclaimer doesn’t absolve you 

of responsibility for your own words. You're still responsible for adhering to the Alphabet Code of Conduct, 

your employer’s code of conduct, and other employment policies and guidelines that apply to you. None of 

your personal opinions or comments outside of Alphabet should disclose confidential proprietary 

information belonging to, or the trade secrets of, the company you work for or Alphabet.  

Talking about Alphabet products and services. If an Alphabet employee endorses an Alphabet product or 

service without disclosing that she or he is an Alphabet employee, that could be misleading. The recipient 

may find it relevant that you work at Alphabet and thus have a financial interest in the endorsement. 

Therefore, if you, either as a personal matter or in connection with your work at Alphabet, are endorsing the 

use of Alphabet’s products or services (whether on a personal social media account or on a corporate 

account that is visible to those outside of the google.com domain), you need to clearly disclose in each 

such post that you work for Alphabet, even if you have already disclosed that you work for Alphabet in a 

profile. The only exceptions are 1) you are posting to a limited audience of close friends and family who 

know that you work at Alphabet, or 2) the general public knows you work at Alphabet (e.g., you are the 

CEO). If you are required to make a disclosure, you must make the disclosure in each post, regardless if 

you are creating a new post, resharing a post, or commenting on a post. The disclosure must also be made 

if you are posting, re-sharing, or commenting on an article that endorses Alphabet or its products or 

services. Here are a few examples of how you can make this disclosure: 

 



 

● Include a statement that indicates that you are employed by Alphabet like "Here at Alphabet, we 
are..." or "After months of hard work we are launching..." 

 
● Add a hashtag disclosure, such as #lovemyjob, #workhere, #bestjob 

In addition, if you write an online review, whether on an Alphabet owned-and-operated website (e.g., Google 

Play) or a third-party website (e.g., Amazon), that endorses Alphabet’s products or services, you need to 

clearly disclose in each review that you work for Alphabet. 

Note that if you are asked by Alphabet to take action on your personal social media site or write a personal 

review, it is entirely voluntary whether you choose to do so. If you do choose to make a statement in your 

personal account, you should only make statements that reflect your honest beliefs, opinions, findings, or 

experiences (and of course should also disclose that you work for Alphabet); you should not state a 

positive opinion for an Alphabet product or service unless you actually feel that way. If you are feeling 

pressured to make an endorsement that you don’t agree with, or have a concern these rules are being 

violated, please reach out to code-of-conduct@google.com. 

Read through any links 

An important part of social media is what you link to (e.g., sites, news items, tweets). The sources you cite 

can send a signal about what information is true, or what you agree with. Consider your sources and be 

mindful when linking to articles or sources that could be considered biased or unreliable. Don’t forget that 

context is important—adding some information about why you find a link interesting can help clarify your 

opinion, whereas simply posting a link could imply you fully endorse that information. 

Be careful with images and recordings 

While you may want to share photos and videos of your work life, it is important to respect the privacy 

rights of other Alphabet employees, protect Alphabet’s intellectual property, and comply with your 

applicable data disclosure policies and guidelines.  

Speaking Publicly on Behalf of Alphabet 

You may be asked to participate in external events and conferences. It’s great to have our employees 

representing our company on important subjects and before partners, but we need to ensure that such 

 



 

events are appropriate for Alphabet representation and that prospective speakers who will be speaking on 

the company’s behalf are prepared to represent its positions and handle inquires from the press who may 

be present at the event. 

You must have approval from both the communications team and whatever other approvals are required 

by your employer before agreeing to speak on behalf of Alphabet at an event. For financial/investor 

conferences, Investor Relations at investor-relations@abc.xyz must approve before you commit to speak. 

Before you commit to speak publicly on behalf of Alphabet, visit the Speaker Center  for a checklist of 

guidelines for speaking publicly and a form where you can submit details on your event for approval. 

If you plan to speak at a public event but not on behalf of the company, be very clear in your acceptance of 

the invitation and in your remarks that you are speaking on your own behalf and not on behalf of Alphabet. 

Publishing: Books and Articles 

We strive to give consistent messaging about our products and services, so writing and publishing a book 

or article about Alphabet’s products and services, or about business or technology relevant to Alphabet, 

can raise issues of conflicts of interest, disclosure of confidential information or information restricted 

from disclosure under applicable data disclosure policies and guidelines, and intellectual property rights. 

Due to these concerns, you may not publish a book or article about Alphabet’s products or services, or 

about proprietary business information or technology relevant to Alphabet, without prior approval. Any 

Alphabet employee considering writing a book or article along these lines should follow proper 

procedures. 

Technical books and publications 

If your book or article is “technical” (e.g., involves code, technology, engineering), follow the process at 

go/pubapprove  or consult your employer’s PR team. 

Non-technical books and publications 

If your book or article is not technical, but it is about Alphabet or about topics related to Alphabet or your 

work here, Alphabet reserves the right to review a draft in advance of release in order to ensure 

compliance with applicable data disclosure policies. Before you begin writing, submit a description of the 

 



 

book or article proposal to bookpub-approvals@google.com so that Alphabet can assess whether the 

book or article is likely to reveal confidentiality proprietary information or trade secrets.  

A book that is not about Alphabet, or about business or technology relevant to Alphabet, does not need to 

be reviewed. If you’re not sure if your book needs to be reviewed, email bookpub-approvals@google.com 

for advice. Nothing in this policy is intended to limit employees’ rights to discuss or publicize their views 

regarding their pay, hours, or other terms of employment or working conditions, per applicable law. 

Additional policies regarding publications 

Royalties: It creates a potential conflict of interest for Alphabet employees to personally profit from 

publications making use of their Alphabet work. As a result, Alphabet employees often agree to donate any 

proceeds to charity. You can ask for guidance from code-of-conduct@google.com. 

Use of Alphabet resources: If you are writing a book or article as a personal project, then you should 

observe the standard rules for outside work—no use or disclosure of Alphabet confidential proprietary 

information or trade secrets, and no work on Alphabet time. 

Alphabet branding and identification: If you intend to publish a book or article, you should respect all 

copyright, trademark, and all intellectual property laws and be aware of proper fair use under the law. You 

may identify yourself as an Alphabet employee, but you must make clear that the opinions expressed are 

yours and not those of Alphabet. 

Interacting with press 

Except as noted elsewhere in this policy, no Alphabet employee should speak to the press on behalf of the 

company without prior approval from the communications team. With hundreds of reporters, bloggers, 

commentators, and broadcasters eager to cover the latest news from our company, it’s easy to run into 

trouble if you enter into a conversation unprepared. Even Alphabet employees who regularly speak for the 

company sometimes get questions outside their comfort zone. So if you are approached by a member of 

the press with a request to respond or comment on behalf of Alphabet, whether over email or in person, 

refer them to press@abc.xyz  to respond. If you get a more general inquiry and you’re not sure the 

requester is part of the media or if the request seeks a response on behalf of the company, you can send it 

along anyway. Our communications team can vet the question and help you determine the best way to 

respond. Remember that you should never reveal confidential proprietary information or trade secrets to a 

member of the media unless authorized by the company to do so.  

 



 

Here’s a look at some of the common problems and questions that can arise when you’re approached by 

press, and how to respond: 

"I don't want to be rude." 

 
It’s OK to say you don’t know, or that you aren’t the best person to answer a question. If you’re approached 

by a journalist who asks you to speak on behalf of the company, you should get their name and contact 

info, then send to press@abc.xyz . Or just tell them to email press@abc.xyz  directly (trust us, they’ve done it 

before!). 

“I thought I was ‘off the record.’” 

 
There’s no such thing as “off the record” when speaking to members of the media. It's good to be friendly 

but remain cautious. Again, if you are asked to speak on behalf of the company, please just refer reporters 

and analysts to press@abc.xyz . 

“This writer is my friend.” 

 
Even if you know media people, professional bloggers or industry commentators personally, you still need 

to be diligent about not speaking on behalf of Alphabet (without approval) and protecting confidential 

proprietary information and trade secrets.  

“It’s my job.” 

 
Sometimes, Alphabet employees might have good reason, as part of their job, to interact with media. For 

example, if you’re in Google sales, you might be talking with the business department of an online news 

site to get them to advertise with Google. Or if you are in product, you might want to invite bloggers in to 

share their feedback on some coming changes. But remember that you should not speak on behalf of the 

company to bloggers, journalists, or editors without notifying our communications team at press@abc.xyz . 

(This does not apply to business relationships at news publications, only to the editorial side.) 

Interacting with the investment community 

Refer to the Communications and Disclosure Policy regarding communications with the investment 

community.  

 



 

Contacts 
Please don’t hesitate to reach out at any time to these resources: 

1. To forward requests and comments from journalists, broadcasters, etc.: press@abc.xyz 
2. If you are invited to speak on behalf of the company at a meeting outside the company: 

go/speakercenter or your employer’s PR team 
3. If you or others have questions about interactions with members of the investment community or 

disclosing information about our financial performance: investor-relations@abc.xyz 
4. If you’ve seen or heard something that you believe goes against this policy: go/saysomething 
5. For guidance on your personal communications regarding your opinions on Alphabet-related services 

and products: press@abc.xyz 
6. If you come across something that you think discloses confidential proprietary information or trade 

secrets: go/stopleaks or contact security-incidents@google.com and stopleaks@google.com 
7. HR questions: your employer’s HR representative or peopleops-help@google.com 
8. Legal and ethical concerns: code-of-conduct@google.com 

 

Updated November 2016 

 

 

 



 

 

Data Classification Guidelines 

Associated Policy 
These guidelines were developed in accordance with the Data Security Policy and with the 
User Data Access Policy. 
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Who Needs to Read These Guidelines 
All Googlers 

Details 

  Purpose 
These Guidelines describe how data is classified at Google (the terms "data" and "information" 
are used interchangeably in these Guidelines) so that Googlers can handle it properly.  

General Guidelines 
Google has three data classifications: Need-To-Know, Confidential, and Public.  

Google Data Owners are responsible for making sure that data they oversee is 
appropriately classified and protected. Data Owners should provide clear guidance to 
Googlers on how data is classified and develop specific sub-classifications or guidelines when 
needed. These Guidelines identify several types (e.g., Business Data and User Data) and 
attributes (e.g., identifiable or anonymized) of data to illustrate Google’s data classifications, but 
it is not possible to provide an exhaustive list of the relevant considerations for all information at 
Google.  Data Owners and Googlers should develop additional types, attributes, and 
taxonomies of data whenever needed to ensure the appropriate classification of data that they 
handle, consistent with these Guidelines. 
 
Googlers are responsible for exercising good judgment in handling data according to 
the appropriate data classification, and for seeking the guidance of the Data Owner 
when needed. Googlers should mark data with the appropriate data classification as 
described in Google’s Security Labeling Guidelines. Googlers should exercise care because 
the mere absence of a label does not mean the data is not Confidential or Need-to-Know. 
Googlers should protect the data in accordance with these Guidelines. 
 
Nothing in these Guidelines limits Googlers’ rights to communicate about pay, hours, or other 
terms and conditions of working at Google with fellow employees or nonemployees (including 
government agencies or officials). Similarly, these Guidelines do not limit Googlers’ ability to 
communicate with a government agency or official regarding any violation of law.  However, just 
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because a Googler is communicating outside the company regarding any such topics, that does 
not mean the Googler is justified in revealing Confidential or Need-to-Know information where 
that information is not essential to the communication.  For example, a Googler may be entitled 
to communicate with a third party about a dangerous physical or environmental condition posed 
by a new Need-to-Know technology that Google has introduced into the Google workplace.  In 
that situation, the Googler is responsible for ensuring that his/her communication about that 
dangerous condition (which is certainly permitted under these Guidelines) does not also reveal 
any non-essential or irrelevant details regarding the company’s proprietary technology that are 
classified as Need-To-Know. 

A. Data Classifications 
Data Owners should determine the appropriate data classification based on who requires 
access and for what purposes, the potential risks and harm if the data is subject to 
unauthorized access, as well as the general context of the data. There are three data 
classification values: (1) Need-to-Know, (2) Confidential, and (3) Public. If questions arise 
about the appropriate data classification for a particular piece of data, Googlers should consult 
the Data Owner. 

Some information may have a different data classification depending on the context. 
How the data is collected or created, how it is used, and what legal obligations apply to it 
should be taken into account when classifying data.  

The classification of particular data may also change over time, to either greater or lesser 
sensitivity. For instance, some details of a new Google product may be classified as 
Need-To-Know during design and development, Confidential during dogfooding, and Public 
when released.  

1. Need-To-Know  
Google Need-To-Know is how we classify information that is appropriate to share only with 

authorized Googlers (or authorized groups of Googlers) or non-Googlers for a particular 
business purpose. Google Need-To-Know data is information associated with sufficiently 
serious legal, privacy, security or business concerns that the data merits more limited 
access and tighter controls to reduce the risk or harm from inappropriate disclosure or use. 
If the purpose for accessing Need-To-Know data changes, or if you require access for 
different reasons, you should seek additional authorization from the Data Owner. 

All User Data is Need-To-Know by default. 
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Examples of Google Need-To-Know information: 
 
 

Business Data User Data 

● High Value Intellectual Property 
(HIP) 

● Information about potential 
mergers or acquisitions 

● Highly sensitive forms of Company 
Financial Data 

● Prerelease earnings 
announcements 

● Detailed transaction 
information, such as individual 
general ledger entries 

● Identifiable User Data, 
including: 

○ User Content 
○ Logs of user activity 
○ Personally Identifiable 

Information 
○ Sensitive Personally 

Identifiable Information 

 
2. Confidential 
Google Confidential is how we classify information that is appropriate to share with all 
Googlers (or groups of authorized Googlers or non-Googlers) for any and all legitimate 
business purposes. Google Confidential information is nonpublic information that Google is 
legally obligated or permitted to keep secret, like pre-release financial information, internal 
discussions about product design and strategy, company trade secrets, and information 
subject to nondisclosure agreements. Confidential Information may include proprietary 
financial, business, scientific, technical, economic, or engineering information, including 
patterns, plans, compilations, program devices, formulas, designs, prototypes, methods, 
techniques, processes, procedures, programs, or code. 

 
Examples of Google Confidential information 
 
 

Business Data User Data 

● Nonpublic business strategies and 
trade secrets discussed at TGIF 

● Nonpublic details of dogfoods and 
experimental products 

● Nonpublic Google business strategy 
and plans  

● Anonymized User Data 
● Data sourced exclusively from 

publicly available data (e.g. crawl 
data or public social graphs 
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3. Public 
Google Public is how we classify information that has been intentionally and explicitly made 
available by Google to the public. 

Googlers who handle Public data are responsible for protecting the integrity and availability 
of that information. For example, Google’s released financial results are Public, but 
Googlers handling this information as part of their jobs are responsible for making sure it is 
not tampered with or removed. 
 
Examples of Google Public information: 
 

Business Data User Data 

● Publicly-facing Google websites 
● Published source code 
● Press releases 
● Investor information 
● Google's Privacy Policy 

● Public user blog or G+ posts 
● Google's Transparency Report 
● Google Trends results 

● Public G+ profiles 

 
 
 

 
 
 

B. Key Data Types and Attributes 
1. Type 

For the purposes of these Guidelines, we have adopted the following data types to assist 
Googlers in classifying data: Business Data and User Data. Employment Data is covered in a 
separate guideline. Data Owners or Googlers should develop additional, more detailed data 
types to assist in classifying data they commonly handle, whenever needed, consistent with 
these Guidelines.  

 

a. Business Data 
 
Business Data means proprietary information that Google procures or generates in the 
course of its business operations, including the information of partners, service providers, 
and other third parties.  

 
Examples of Google Business Data:  
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● Google financial data: Google financial data is information about Google's financials, 
including pre-release earnings announcements, Google's bank account numbers and 
banking authorization information, and detailed transaction information such as 
individual general ledger entries.  

● High-value Intellectual Property (HIP): HIP is a classification specific to Google that 
identifies key data that if known to the outside world would have a serious impact on 
the validity of our business from an intellectual property perspective. It includes source 
code, design documentation, etc. for ranking algorithms and key infrastructure 
technologies. For more information on HIP, how to protect it and how to handle it, see 
the HIP documentation.  

● Information regarding business partners, vendors, or clients.  
● Product information: product plans and strategies.  
● Information about Google’s internal security processes and controls: Google’s 

internal policies, processes, and controls to protect the security of Google, our users, 
and employees. 

 
b. User Data 
Google’s User Data Access Policy contains the definition of User Data: “any information 
collected or processed from or about Google’s users. User Data may include information that 
is collected from users, created by our users, received on behalf of users, generated about 
users, or derived from other User Data.” The UDAP defines a “user” as anyone who uses any 
Google product or service. A user may include individuals, groups, organizations, or 
businesses. 

There are two types of User Data: user content and user metadata. 
 

i. User Content 
User Content is a subcategory of User Data that refers to any data that users generate 

themselves or provide to Google (like email and documents), data that Google receives or 
collects on behalf of users (like email or chat messages), or that users generate using Google 
services (like a report on their use of Google products). 

ii. User Metadata 

User Metadata is the other subcategory of User Data, that refers to all User Data which cannot 
be classified as User Content (as above), and was not derived in part or in full, directly or 
indirectly from any User Content. Examples: document ids, timestamps, IP addresses, enum 
values, and ACLs. 

User Metadata also includes attributes of User Content which are not derived from the 
substance, purport, or meaning of the User Content. Examples: the byte size of a piece of 
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User Content, the pixel dimensions of the box used to display User Content, the MIME 
structure of an email, and its detected language. But not the topical entities referenced in User 
Content, URLs extracted, or its subject line. 

 
 
2. Identification 
Identification is the data attribute that designates the extent to which the user / customer is 
identified by the data. There are two possible values for the Identification data attribute: (a) 
Identifiable, and (b) Anonymous. 
 
While the concept of identification is best exemplified in the concept of Personally Identifiable 
Information (PII), it is also possible to identify corporate entities and organizations in our data 
and this is similarly treated as Identifiable information when we do. Similarly, information about 
users, customers, employees, or any third-party can be anonymized so that it identifies neither 
individuals nor corporate entities. 

a. Identifiable Information 
There are two types of Identifiable information: Personally Identifiable Information (PII) and 
Sensitive Personally Identifiable Information (SPII). 

i. Personally Identifiable Information (PII) 
PII is information that personally identifies an individual and any other data that can be 
reasonably linked to such information by Google. The following basic guidelines apply to 
classifying data as PII: 

● An individual’s name, email address, mailing address, or telephone number, 
either alone or in combination, are examples of data that is considered PII. 

● PII includes any information that is combined with PII or can be linked 

to PII with a reasonable level of confidence based on information available to 
Google. 

● If there is any doubt about whether the information is PII, Googlers should treat 
the data as PII until the data is reclassified in accordance with guidance from the 
Anonymization Working Group. 

● Solely for the purposes of classifying data internally at Google, the following 

types of data are classified as PII by default until reclassified: IP addresses, and 
unique account identifiers (such as account or customer ID, GAIA ID, or screen 
name). 
● Data categorized as PII under these Guidelines may differ from data defined as 

“personal information,” “personal data,” or “personally identifiable information” in 
Google’s external statements or applicable laws. 
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ii. Sensitive Personally Identifiable Information (SPII) 
SPII is PII that is subject to heightened legal requirements or presents a significant risk of 

harm to an individual if it is compromised or misused. Sometimes even anonymizing SPII may 
not eliminate this risk of harm. Following are examples of information that are considered SPII: 

● Account Credentials : nonpublic information used to log in, authenticate, or authorize 
activity as a particular individual, which may include the following: 

○ Passwords, passphrases, and PINs 
○ Cryptographic keys or authentication code 
○ Data that would permit account access or recovery (e.g., 

user-selected secret questions and answers, account creation date) 
○ Biometrics or DNA information 
○ Session cookies (when used for authentication) 

● Government Identification Numbers : any state or national identification number, 
including Social Security Number (SSN), passport number, or driver's license 
number. 

● Cardholder Data (CHD) : Information associated with a specific payment 
card account (including credit cards, debit cards, or any other payment card), 
including: 

○ Primary Account Number (PAN): The account digits on the front of a payment 
card. PAN does not include partial card numbers which include, at maximum, 
the first six and last four digits. 

○ Card Verification Value (CVV2/CVC2/CID/CAV2/CSC): The 3 

or 4 digit security code on the front or back of the payment card, used for 
card-not-present transactions. 

○ Magnetic Stripe Data: Information extracted from the magnetic 
stripe on the back of a payment card. 

○ Expiration Date (if stored in conjunction with PAN): The 
expiration date on the front of the card. 

○ Cardholder Name (if stored in conjunction with PAN): The 
name on the front of the card. 

● Financial Account Data : Information about a specific financial transaction, including 
financial account numbers (including any Cardholder Data) and details about the 
financial transaction (such as the amount of the transaction, what was purchased, 
the identity of the merchant, and the date of the transaction). 
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● Healthcare Information : details about an individual's past, present, or future 
physical or mental health or condition. 

● Sensitive Background Information : any information relating to an identifiable 
individual’s ethnicity, political affiliation, sexual orientation, or religious affiliation. 

Data categorized as SPII may differ from data defined as “sensitive personal data” in 

Google’s external statements or applicable laws. 

b. Anonymous Information 
Information is anonymous when it is not possible to identify any individual person or entity 
either alone or in combination with other data. Anonymous Information may be created in 
different ways, including by collecting and storing it without identifying details, or aggregating, 
de-identifying, or redacting identifying information. Anonymizing data is difficult to get right 
and Googlers should consult the Anonymization Working Group (go/pwg-aggregation) to 
ensure effective anonymization. Examples: Google Trends, Google Transparency Report. 
See the PWG Aggregation Page for further information. 

i. Pseudonymous Information 
Pseudonymous Information is information that is (1) linked to a pseudonym or another unique 
identifier, and (2) anonymous — it does not identify an individual person or entity, either alone 
or in combination with other data. 

Rationale 
Classifying data is a key step in protecting it. Information at Google may be subject to 
extremely different controls, limitations, and obligations depending on its sensitivity. We have 
committed to make certain information public and promised to keep other information 
confidential (for instance, in the Google Privacy Policy). We often have legal or contractual 
obligations to protect data or prevent disclosure of the information that could harm users, 
Googlers, or Google. 

Exceptions or changes to these 
guidelines 
The Google Security Policy Team (sp@google.com) maintains these guidelines. Exceptions 

to these guidelines must be approved by the Security Policy Team (sp@google.com). 
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Changes to this policy must be approved by a Vice President of Information Security or 
higher. 
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Employment Data Guidelines 
 

Who Needs to Read These Guidelines 
All Googlers 

Details 

Purpose of These 
Guidelines 
These Guidelines describe how Employment Data is classified at Google so that Googlers can 
handle it properly. 

Details 
 

What is Employment Data? 
Employment Data is information Google collects or generates about a Googler in the context of 
the Googler’s employment at the company. 
 

Examples of Employment Data: 
 

● Recruitment Information: This is information Google obtains from or about a potential 

Googler during the application, interview, and hiring process; including application and 

interview records, resumes or CVs, job references, and background check information. 
● Personal Employment Details: This is information Google, as an employer, is 

required to collect in order to do things like issue paychecks, provide benefits, manage 

employment taxes, and make any required reporting to government agencies; 

including Googler and emergency contact information, direct deposit details, 
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government ID numbers (such as Social Security Numbers), healthcare account 

information, information about Googlers’ beneficiaries, dependents, and family 

composition. 

● Performance, Compensation, and Benefits Information: This includes databases, 

files, reports, and analyses that contain Employment Data and that are maintained or 

generated by PeopleOps, Security, Finance, Legal, or other departments within 

Google. 

 

 
How to classify Employment Data 

The data classification value of Need-to-Know as set forth in the Data Classification 
Guidelines may apply to Employment Data as it does to User Data and Business Data.  

Google departments (such as PeopleOps, Finance, and Legal) may collect and analyze 
Employment Data for legitimate business purposes, and share it with a limited subset of 
Googlers who have a business purpose for accessing that data. This type of data is secured 
data that is not intended to be viewed or accessed by Googlers generally and is classified as 
Need-To-Know.  

Similarly, if Employment Data is collected for a special project (e.g., a pre-release or 
experimental product), and shared only with the limited subset of Googlers who are working on 
that project and therefore have a legitimate business purpose to access that data, then the 
Employment Data shared in that context is Need-to-Know. 

If questions arise about the appropriate data classification for a particular piece of data, 
Googlers should consult the Data Owner. 

Mixed Data 

Employment Data may contain elements of Business Data and/or User Data. The Business 
Data and User Data elements are governed by the Data Classification Guidelines for Business 
and User Data. For example, the Teams database contains both Employment Data and 
Business Data (e.g. the proprietary business data in OKRs and Snippets). The Business Data 
in Teams is governed by the Data Classification Guidelines for Business and User Data. 

Badge Data on Teams  
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The badge data in Teams is Confidential. 

Limitation on Third-Party Business Use 

Googlers should not disclose Employment Data about anyone other than themselves to third 
parties for third party commercial purposes without authorization. 

Nothing in these Guidelines limits Googlers’ rights to share contact information and/or 
otherwise communicate about pay, hours, or other terms and conditions of working at 
Google with fellow employees or nonemployees (including government agencies or 
officials). Similarly, these Guidelines do not limit Googlers’ ability to communicate with a 
government agency or official regarding any violation of law.  
 

**** 

Rationale 
Classifying data is a key step in protecting it. Information at Google may be subject to 
extremely different controls, limitations, and obligations depending on its sensitivity. We have 
committed to make certain information public and promised to keep other information 
confidential (for instance, in the Google Privacy Policy). We often have legal or contractual 
obligations to protect data or prevent disclosure of the information that could harm users, 
Googlers, or Google. 

Associated Policies 
These guidelines were developed in accordance with the Data Classification Guidelines, the 
Data Security Policy, and the User Data Access Policy. 

Exceptions or changes to these 
guidelines 
The Employee Privacy Team (employee-privacy@google.com) maintains this policy. 

Exceptions or changes to this policy must be approved by the Director of Privacy or higher. 
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GOOGLE   INC. 
 

AT-WILL   EMPLOYMENT,   CONFIDENTIAL   INFORMATION,   INVENTION   ASSIGNMENT   AND   ARBITRATION   AGREEMENT 
 

As a condition of my employment with Google Inc., its parent, subsidiaries, successors or assigns (together “Google”), and in                                     
consideration of my Google employment and receiving from Google confidential information and compensation, I agree to the terms                                   
of   this   AtWill   Employment,   Confidential   Information,   Invention   Assignment   and   Arbitration   Agreement   (this   “Agreement”): 
 
1. At-Will Employment . MY GOOGLE EMPLOYMENT IS FOR AN UNDEFINED PERIOD AND IS AT-WILL EMPLOYMENT,                           
WHICH MEANS IT MAY END AT ANY TIME, WITH OR WITHOUT CAUSE OR NOTICE. NO AGREEMENT PROVIDING                                 
OTHERWISE IS PERMITTED OR VALID UNLESS IT IS IN WRITING AND APPROVED BY A VICE PRESIDENT OR SENIOR                                   
VICE   PRESIDENT   IN   GOOGLE’S   LEGAL   DEPARTMENT.   
 
2. Confidential   Information . 
 
(a) Definition of Google Confidential Information . “Google Confidential Information” means any information in any form that                             
relates to Google’s business and is (i) a trade secret; (ii) proprietary information that does not legally constitute a “trade secret,” but                                           
is made Google's property by contract in the form of this Agreement; or (iii) information that is otherwise legally protectable.                                       
Examples include, but are not limited to, Google’s non-public information that relates to its actual or anticipated business, products                                     
or services, research, development, technical data, customers, customer lists, markets, software, hardware, finances, Inventions (as                             
defined below), and user data (i.e., any information directly or indirectly collected by Google from users of its services). The                                       
foregoing are only examples of Google Confidential Information. If I am uncertain as to whether any particular information or                                     
materials   constitute   Google   Confidential   Information,   I   shall   seek   written   clarification   from   Google’s   Legal   Department.  
 
Notwithstanding the definition set forth above, Google Confidential Information does not include information that I can show by                                   
competent proof: (i) was generally known to the public at the time of disclosure, or became generally known after disclosure to me;                                           
(ii) was lawfully received by me from a third party without breach of any confidentiality obligation; (iii) was known to me prior to                                             
receipt from Google; or (d) was independently developed by me or independent third parties without breach by me or any third party                                           
of   any   obligation   of   confidentiality   or   non-use.   
 
(b) Nonuse and Nondisclosure . During and after my Google employment, I will hold all Google Confidential Information in                                 
strict confidence and trust. I will take all reasonable precautions to prevent any unauthorized use or disclosure of Google                                     
Confidential Information, and I will not (i) use Google Confidential Information or Google Property (as defined below) for any purpose                                       
other than for the benefit of Google in the scope of my employment, or (ii) disclose Google Confidential Information to any third party                                             
without the prior written authorization of Google. I agree that all Google Confidential Information that I use or generate in connection                                         
with my employment belongs to Google (or third parties identified by Google). I understand that my violation of this Section 2 may                                           
lead to disciplinary action, up to and including termination and/or legal action. Notwithstanding my confidentiality obligations, I am                                   
permitted to disclose Google Confidential Information that is required to be disclosed by me pursuant to judicial order or other legal                                         
mandate, provided that I have given Google prompt notice of the disclosure requirement and that I fully cooperate with any efforts by                                           
Google to obtain and comply with any protective order imposed on such disclosure. Additionally, I understand that nothing in this                                       
Agreement limits any right I may have to discuss terms, wages, and working conditions of employment, as protected by applicable                                       
law. 
 
(c) Former Employer Information / Definition of Google Property . I will not use or disclose in connection with my Google                                     
employment or bring onto Google’s electronic or physical property, facilities, or systems (collectively, “Google Property”) any                               
proprietary information, trade secrets, or any non-public material belonging to any previous employer or other party unless                                 
consented   to   in   writing   by   such   employer   or   party   and   Google. 
 
3. Inventions . 
 
(a) Definition of Inventions . “Inventions” includes inventions, designs, developments, ideas, concepts, techniques, devices,                       
discoveries, formulae, processes, improvements, writings, records, original works of authorship, trademarks, trade secrets, all                           
related know-how, and any other intellectual property, whether or not patentable, registrable, or protectable under patent, copyright,                                 
trade   secret   or   similar   laws. 
 
(b) Assignment of Inventions . Except as provided in Section 3(e) below, Google Inc. will have sole and exclusive ownership of                                     
all Inventions that I created, conceived, invented, developed, reduced to practice, or otherwise contributed to, solely or jointly with                                     
others, during my Google employment (including during my off-duty hours and whether or not in the course of my Google                                       
employment) that (i) are developed with the use of Google Property or Google Confidential Information, (ii) result from work                                     
performed by me for Google, or (iii) relate to Google’s business or actual or demonstrably anticipated research and development,                                     
and any intellectual property rights in the Inventions (the “Assigned Inventions”). Without further compensation, I will promptly                                 
disclose in writing to Google any Assigned Inventions and assign to Google my rights in any Assigned Inventions. I hereby                                       
irrevocably assign, and agree to assign, to Google Inc. my rights in all Assigned Inventions. I understand that this assignment is                                         
intended to, and does, extend to subject matters currently in existence, those in development, as well as those not yet in existence.                                           
All works of authorship made by me (solely or jointly with others) within the scope of and during my Google employment are “works                                             
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for hire” as defined in the United States Copyright Act, and Google Inc. will be considered the author and owner of such                                           
copyrightable works. The decision whether or not to commercialize or market any Assigned Inventions is within Google’s sole                                   
discretion and for Google’s sole benefit, and I will not claim any consideration as a result of Google’s commercialization of any such                                           
Inventions. I agree to maintain for Google detailed and accurate written records of all Assigned Inventions that I make (solely or                                         
jointly   with   others)   for   Google. 
 
(c) Prior Inventions . I list in Exhibit A all Inventions that I solely or jointly made before my Google employment, which belong to                                           
me and which are not assigned to Google (collectively, “Prior Inventions”). I agree that if I incorporate (or have incorporated) a Prior                                           
Invention into any Assigned Inventions, product, or service of Google, or use a Prior Invention in the scope of my employment, I                                           
hereby grant to Google a royalty-free, irrevocable, perpetual, transferable worldwide license (with the right to sublicense) to make,                                   
have made, use, import, sell, reproduce, distribute, modify, adapt, prepare derivative works of, display, perform, to sublicense third                                   
parties   with   the   same   rights,   and   to   otherwise   exploit   such   Prior   Invention. 
 
(d) Securing Intellectual Property Rights . I agree to assist Google (or its designee) at Google’s expense to assign, secure, and                                     
enforce all intellectual property rights in any Assigned Inventions in any and all countries, by disclosing to Google all pertinent                                       
information and data, and signing any document that Google reasonably deems necessary. If Google is unable for any reason to                                       
obtain my signature to any document required to assign, secure, and enforce any intellectual property rights in any Assigned                                     
Inventions, then I hereby irrevocably appoint Google, its officers and agents as my agents and attorneys-in-fact to execute any                                     
documents on my behalf for this purpose. This power of attorney will be considered coupled with an interest and will be irrevocable.                                           
My   obligations   under   this   Section   3(d)   will   continue   after   my   Google   employment   ends.   
 
(e) Exception to Assignments .   I have been notified and understand that the terms of this Agreement requiring disclosure and                                   
assignment of Inventions to Google do not apply to any invention that qualifies fully under California Labor Code Section 2870,                                       
which   reads:  
 

“(a) Any provision in an employment agreement which provides that an employee shall assign, or offer to                                 
assign, any of his or her rights in an invention to his or her employer shall not apply to an invention that the                                             
employee developed entirely on his or her own time without using the employer’s equipment, supplies,                             
facilities,   or   trade   secret   information   except   for   those   inventions   that   either: 
 

(1) Relate at the time of conception or reduction to practice of the invention to the employer’s business, or                                   
actual   or   demonstrably   anticipated   research   or   development   of   the   employer. 

(2) Result   from   any   work   performed   by   the   employee   for   the   employer. 
 

(b) To the extent a provision in an employment agreement purports to require an employee to assign an                                 
invention otherwise excluded from being required to be assigned under subdivision (a), the provision is                             
against   the   public   policy   of   this   state   and   is   unenforceable.” 

 
While employed, I will advise Google promptly in writing of any inventions that I believe meet the criteria in California Labor Code                                           
Section   2870   and   that   I   have   not   disclosed   on   Exhibit   A   for   a   confidential   ownership   determination. 
 
4. Conflicting   Employment . 
 
(a) Other Employment or Activities . During my Google employment, I will not engage in any other employment or other                                   
business-related activity that (i) directly relates to the business in which Google is now involved, becomes involved, or has plans to                                         
become involved, or (ii) otherwise conflicts with Google’s business interest and/or causes a disruption of its operations without                                   
seeking   and   receiving   express   written   permission   in   advance   from   Google’s   Ethics   and   Compliance   team. 
 
(b) Prior Agreements with Other Parties . My compliance with this Agreement and the performance of my duties as a Google                                     
employee will not breach any invention assignment, proprietary information, confidentiality, or similar agreement with any former                               
employer   or   other   party. 
 
5. Return   of   Google   Property   and   Information . 
 
(a) Return of Google Property and Information . Upon termination of my Google employment, I will not take with me or retain any                                         
documents or materials or copies thereof containing any Google Confidential Information. I agree to return all Google Property and                                     
Google Confidential Information (original, hard and electronic copies) in my possession on or before my last day of employment and                                       
will not keep, recreate, or deliver to any other party any Google Confidential Information or Google Property. If, at the time of                                           
termination, I have Google Confidential Information stored in my personal computer or any mobile, cloud or other storage medium, I                                       
shall so advise Google. I will then work with Google to ensure that the location of all such information is fully disclosed to Google,                                               
that the information is retrieved by Google in a forensically sound manner, and that the information is permanently deleted by                                       
Google or its designee. I agree, on Google’s request, to sign a document confirming my agreement to honor my responsibilities                                       
contained   in   this   Agreement   after   my   departure.  
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(b) Compliance . I have no reasonable expectation of privacy in any Google Property or in any other documents, equipment, or                                     
systems used to conduct the business of Google. Google may audit and search any Google Property or such documents,                                     
equipment, or systems without further notice to me for any business-related purpose at Google’s reasonable discretion. I will                                   
provide Google with access to any documents, equipment, or systems used to conduct the business of Google immediately upon                                     
request. I consent to Google taking reasonable steps to prevent unauthorized access to Google Property and Google information. I                                     
understand that I am not permitted to add or use any unauthorized websites, software, applications, or any applications that I do not                                           
have a license or authorization for use to or on any Google Property. It is my responsibility to comply with Google’s policies                                           
governing   use   of   Google   Property. 
 
6. Notification . I consent to Google notifying third parties, including without limitation actual or potential employers, about my                                 
obligations   under   this   Agreement. 
 
7. Non-Solicitation of Employees . During my Google employment and for twelve (12) months immediately following the end                               
of my Google employment for any reason, whether voluntary or involuntary, with or without cause, I will not directly or indirectly                                         
solicit   any   of   Google’s   employees   to   leave   their   employment.   
 
8. Export Statement of Assurance . In the scope of my Google employment, Google may release to me items (including                                   
software, technology, systems, equipment, and components) subject to the Export Administration Regulations (“EAR”) or the                             
International Traffic in Arms Regulations (“ITAR”).  I certify that I will not export, re-export, or release these items in violation of the                                           
EAR or ITAR and I will not disclose, export, or re-export these items to any person other than as required in the scope of my Google                                                   
employment.  If I have any question regarding this Section 8, I immediately will contact Google’s Legal Services Department before                                     
taking   any   actions.  
 
9. Employee Handbook . I understand that Google’s Employee Handbook consists of policies listed in a table of contents on                                   
Google’s “employee handbook, guidelines and company policies” internal website, and that those policies incorporate by reference                               
supplemental policies. I understand that as a Google employee, Google’s Employee Handbook applies to me. I agree to read,                                     
understand, and comply with Google’s Employee Handbook, including supplemental policies, as they may be revised from time to                                   
time.  
 
10. Use of Images . During my employment, Google or its agents may obtain images of me for later use in materials. My name                                           
may or may not be included along with such images. I grant Google permission for such use of my images, both during and after my                                                 
employment,   and   I   understand   that   I   will   not   receive   any   royalties   or   other   compensation   for   this   use.   
 
11. Protected Activity / DTSA Notification . For purposes of this Agreement, “Protected Activity” means filing a claim, charge                                 
or complaint, or otherwise disclosing relevant information to or communicating, cooperating, or participating with, any state, federal,                                 
or other governmental administrative body or agency, including, but not limited to, the Securities and Exchange Commission, the                                   
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, U.S. Department of Labor, the National Labor Relations Board, and the Office of                                 
Federal Contract Compliance Programs but does not include the disclosure of any Google attorney-client privileged                             
communications.  I understand that nothing in this Agreement prohibits me from engaging in any Protected Activity.  I understand                                   
that   I   am   not   required   to   obtain   prior   authorization   from   Google   or   to   inform   Google   prior   to   engaging   in   any   Protected   Activity. 
 
In addition, notwithstanding my confidentiality obligations set forth in Section 2 of this Agreement, I understand that, pursuant to the                                       
Defend Trade Secrets Act of 2016, I will not be held criminally or civilly liable under any federal or state trade secret law for the                                                 
disclosure of a trade secret that: (a) is made (1) in confidence to a federal, state, or local government official, either directly or                                             
indirectly, or to an attorney, and (2) solely for the purpose of reporting or investigating a suspected violation of law; or (b) is made in                                                 
a complaint or other document filed in a lawsuit or other proceeding, provided such filing is made under seal. I understand that in                                             
the event it is determined that the disclosure of Google trade secrets was not done in good faith pursuant to the above, I will be                                                 
subject   to   substantial   damages,   including   punitive   damages   and   attorneys’   fees.  
 
12. Arbitration   and   Equitable   Relief 
 
(a)  Arbitration . IN CONSIDERATION OF MY EMPLOYMENT WITH GOOGLE AND ITS PROMISE TO ARBITRATE ALL                             
DISPUTES I AGREE THAT, EXCEPT AS PROVIDED IN SECTION (b) BELOW, ANY AND ALL, PAST, PRESENT OR FUTURE,                                   
CONTROVERSIES, CLAIMS, OR DISPUTES THAT GOOGLE MAY HAVE AGAINST ME, OR THAT I MAY HAVE AGAINST                               
GOOGLE OR ANY GOOGLE EMPLOYEE, OFFICER, DIRECTOR, AGENT, SHAREHOLDER OR BENEFIT PLAN, IN THEIR                           
CAPACITY AS SUCH OR OTHERWISE (OR THE SUCCESSORS AND ASSIGNS OF ANY OF THEM), INCLUDING BUT NOT                                 
LIMITED TO DISPUTES ARISING OUT OF, RELATING TO, OR RESULTING FROM MY EMPLOYMENT OR THE TERMINATION                               
OF MY GOOGLE EMPLOYMENT (“COLLECTIVELY, “DISPUTES”), WILL BE SUBJECT TO BINDING ARBITRATION UNDER THE                           
FEDERAL ARBITRATION ACT (9 U.S.C. §1 ET SEQ.) OR, IF FOR ANY REASON THE FEDERAL ARBITRATION ACT DOES NOT                                     
APPLY, THE LAW OF ARBITRABILITY OF THE STATE IN WHICH I WORK OR LAST WORKED FOR GOOGLE. DISPUTES                                   
INCLUDE, BUT ARE NOT LIMITED TO, ANY STATUTORY CLAIMS ARISING UNDER OR RELATING TO ANY FEDERAL, STATE,                                 
OR LOCAL LAW OR REGULATION, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO CLAIMS UNDER TITLE VII OF THE CIVIL RIGHTS ACT                                     
OF 1964, 42 U.S.C. §1981, REHABILITATION ACT, CIVIL RIGHTS ACTS OF 1866, 1871 AND 1991, PREGNANCY                               
DISCRIMINATION ACT, EQUAL PAY ACT, THE AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT OF 1990, THE AGE DISCRIMINATION IN                               
EMPLOYMENT ACT OF 1967, THE OLDER WORKERS BENEFIT PROTECTION ACT, THE WORKER ADJUSTMENT AND                           
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RETRAINING NOTIFICATION ACT, THE FAIR CREDIT REPORTING ACT, THE FAMILY AND MEDICAL LEAVE ACT, THE FAIR                               
LABOR STANDARDS ACT, CLAIMS OF RETALIATION, HARASSMENT, DISCRIMINATION, OR WRONGFUL TERMINATION,                     
AND ANY OTHER CONTRACTUAL, TORT OR STATUTORY CLAIMS, TO THE FULLEST EXTENT ALLOWED BY LAW. I                               
UNDERSTAND THAT, EXCEPT AS PROVIDED BELOW, GOOGLE AND I WAIVE ANY RIGHT TO A JUDGE OR JURY TRIAL ON                                     
ANY   DISPUTE. 
 
THE ARBITRATOR, AND NOT ANY FEDERAL, STATE, OR LOCAL COURT OR AGENCY, SHALL HAVE EXCLUSIVE                             
AUTHORITY TO RESOLVE ANY DISPUTE RELATING TO THE INTERPRETATION, APPLICABILITY, ENFORCEABILITY OR                       
FORMATION OF THIS ARBITRATION PROVISION INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED TO ANY CLAIM THAT ALL OR ANY PART                                 
OF THIS ARBITRATION PROVISION IS VOID OR VOIDABLE; PROVIDED, HOWEVER, THAT ANY CLAIM THAT THE CLASS                               
ACTION WAIVER, COLLECTIVE ACTION WAIVER, OR REPRESENTATIVE ACTION WAIVER IN SECTION (c) BELOW, OR ANY                             
PORTION OF THEM, IS UNENFORCEABLE, INAPPLICABLE, UNCONSCIONABLE, OR VOID OR VOIDABLE, WILL BE                         
DETERMINED   ONLY   BY   A   COURT   OF   COMPETENT   JURISDICTION   AND   NOT   BY   AN   ARBITRATOR.  
  
(b)  Disputes Not Covered . THIS ARBITRATION PROVISION DOES NOT PROHIBIT THE FILING OF OR PURSUIT OF                             
RELIEF THROUGH THE FOLLOWING: (1) A COURT ACTION FOR TEMPORARY EQUITABLE RELIEF IN AID OF                             
ARBITRATION, WHERE SUCH AN ACTION IS OTHERWISE AVAILABLE BY LAW, (2) AN ADMINISTRATIVE CHARGE TO ANY                               
FEDERAL, STATE OR LOCAL EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY OR FAIR EMPLOYMENT PRACTICES AGENCY, (3) AN                           
ADMINISTRATIVE CHARGE TO THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD, OR (4) ANY OTHER CHARGE FILED WITH OR                               
COMMUNICATION TO A FEDERAL, STATE OR LOCAL GOVERNMENT OFFICE, OFFICIAL OR AGENCY (FOR NUMBERS (2)                             
THROUGH   (4)   COLLECTIVELY ,    “A   GOVERNMENT   COMPLAINT”). 

THE FOLLOWING CLAIMS ARE NOT COVERED BY THIS ARBITRATION PROVISION: CLAIMS FOR WORKERS’                         
COMPENSATION OR UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS; CLAIMS THAT AS A MATTER OF LAW CANNOT BE SUBJECT TO                             
ARBITRATION; CLAIMS COVERED BY (AND DEFINED IN) THE FRANKEN AMENDMENT, FIRST ENACTED IN SECTION 8116                             
OF THE DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS ACT OF 2010, OR ANY SIMILAR FEDERAL STATUTE, REGULATION OR EXECUTIVE                             
ORDER RESTRICTING THE USE OF ARBITRATION AGREEMENTS (INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO EXECUTIVE ORDER                           
13673), IF AND ONLY IF SUCH STATUTE, REGULATION OR EXECUTIVE ORDER IS EFFECTIVE AND APPLICABLE TO MY                                 
EMPLOYMENT AND THIS ARBITRATION PROVISION; AND CLAIMS UNDER AN EMPLOYEE BENEFIT OR PENSION PLAN                           
THAT   SPECIFIES   A   DIFFERENT   ARBITRATION   PROCEDURE.   

(c)  Individual Dispute Resolution . TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT PERMITTED BY LAW, I HEREBY WAIVE ANY RIGHT TO                               
BRING ON BEHALF OF PERSONS OTHER THAN MYSELF, OR TO OTHERWISE PARTICIPATE WITH OTHER PERSONS IN,                               
ANY CLASS OR COLLECTIVE ACTION. IF AND WHEN APPLICABLE LAW PERMITS WAIVER OF REPRESENTATIVE CLAIMS                             
UNDER THE CALIFORNIA PRIVATE ATTORNEYS GENERAL ACT (OR ANY SIMILAR LAW), I WAIVE THE RIGHT TO BRING                                 
ANY SUCH CLAIM. IF A COURT ADJUDICATING A CASE INVOLVING GOOGLE AND I WERE TO DETERMINE THAT THERE IS                                     
AN UNWAIVABLE RIGHT TO BRING A CLASS, COLLECTIVE, OR REPRESENTATIVE ACTION, ANY SUCH ACTION SHALL BE                               
BROUGHT   ONLY   IN   COURT,   AND   NOT   IN   ARBITRATION. 

THIS ARBITRATION PROVISION DOES NOT APPLY TO ANY CIVIL LAWSUIT THAT WAS FILED BY GOOGLE OR FILED BY ME                                     
AGAINST GOOGLE (WHETHER INDIVIDUALLY OR AS A MEMBER OF A CLASS) (COLLECTIVELY, “PENDING CLAIM(S)”)                           
PRIOR TO MY EXECUTION OF THIS AGREEMENT; PROVIDED, HOWEVER, THAT IF I WAS SUBJECT TO AN AGREEMENT                                 
TO ARBITRATE CLAIMS WITH GOOGLE PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF ANY PENDING CLAIM AND THE PENDING                               
CLAIM WAS COVERED BY THE PRIOR AGREEMENT TO ARBITRATE, THAT PREVIOUS AGREEMENT TO ARBITRATE WILL                             
CONTINUE TO APPLY TO ANY PENDING CLAIM, INCLUDING WITHOUT LIMITATION ANY APPLICABLE AND ENFORCEABLE                           
CLASS,   COLLECTIVE   OR   REPRESENTATIVE   ACTION   WAIVER. 

( d)  Arbitration Procedure . GOOGLE AND I AGREE THAT ANY ARBITRATION WILL BE ADMINISTERED BY JAMS,                           
PURSUANT TO ITS EMPLOYMENT ARBITRATION RULES & PROCEDURES (THE “ JAMS RULES ”), WHICH ARE AVAILABLE                           
ON THE “RULES/CLAUSES” PAGE OF JAMS’ PUBLIC WEBSITE ( http://www.jamsadr.com/rulesemploymentarbitration ) AND NO                     
OTHER RULES. THE ARBITRATOR WILL HAVE THE POWER TO DECIDE MOTIONS FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT AND/OR                             
ADJUDICATION, MOTIONS TO DISMISS OR TO STRIKE, AND DEMURRERS PRIOR TO ANY ARBITRATION HEARING. THE                             
ARBITRATOR WILL HAVE THE POWER TO AWARD ANY INDIVIDUAL REMEDIES AVAILABLE UNDER APPLICABLE LAW,                           
INCLUDING INJUNCTIVE RELIEF. GOOGLE AND I WILL BEAR EACH OF OUR OWN COSTS AND FEES, EXCEPT THAT THE                                   
ARBITRATOR WILL APPLY COST AND FEE-SHIFTING LAW TO THE BENEFIT OF THE PREVAILING PARTY, BASED ON THE                                 
DISPUTE(S) ASSERTED. THE DECREE OR AWARD RENDERED BY THE ARBITRATOR MAY BE ENTERED AS A FINAL AND                                 
BINDING JUDGMENT IN ANY COURT HAVING JURISDICTION THEREOF. GOOGLE WILL PAY FOR ANY FEES CHARGED BY                               
THE ARBITRATOR OR JAMS, EXCEPT THAT I WILL PAY ANY FILING FEES ASSOCIATED WITH ANY ARBITRATION THAT I                                   
INITIATE, UP TO THE AMOUNT THAT I WOULD HAVE PAID HAD I FILED A COMPLAINT IN THE COURT OF GENERAL                                       
JURISDICTION IN THE STATE IN WHICH I WORK OR LAST WORKED FOR GOOGLE. THE ARBITRATOR SHALL APPLY THE                                   
SUBSTANTIVE LAW (AND THE LAW OF REMEDIES, IF APPLICABLE) OF THE STATE IN WHICH THE CLAIM AROSE, OR                                   
FEDERAL LAW, OR BOTH, AS APPLICABLE TO THE CLAIM(S) ASSERTED. THE ARBITRATOR IS WITHOUT JURISDICTION                             
TO APPLY ANY DIFFERENT SUBSTANTIVE LAW OR LAW OF REMEDIES. THE FEDERAL RULES OF EVIDENCE SHALL                               
APPLY. THE ARBITRATOR WILL NOT HAVE THE AUTHORITY TO DISREGARD OR REFUSE TO ENFORCE ANY LAWFUL                               
GOOGLE POLICY, AND THE ARBITRATOR WILL NOT ORDER OR REQUIRE GOOGLE TO ADOPT A POLICY NOT                               
OTHERWISE REQUIRED BY LAW. THE DECISION OF THE ARBITRATOR WILL BE IN WRITING AND CONTAIN FINDINGS OF                                 
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FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW. I AGREE THAT ANY ARBITRATION UNDER THIS ARBITRATION PROVISION WILL BE                               
HELD   IN   THE   COUNTY   IN   WHICH   GOOGLE   EMPLOYS   OR   LAST   EMPLOYED   ME.   
    
(e)  Exclusive Remedy . EXCEPT AS PROVIDED BY LAW, THE JAMS RULES, OR THIS ARBITRATION PROVISION,                           
ARBITRATION   WILL   BE   THE   SOLE,   EXCLUSIVE,   AND   FINAL   REMEDY   FOR   ANY   DISPUTE   BETWEEN   ME   AND   GOOGLE. 
  
    (f)  Governing Law . NOT WITHSTANDING SECTION 13(a) BELOW, THIS ARBITRATION PROVISION IS ENTERED                     
PURSUANT TO AND GOVERNED BY THE FEDERAL ARBITRATION ACT (9 U.S.C. § 1 ET SEQ.), OR IF FOR ANY REASON                                       
THE FEDERAL ARBITRATION ACT DOES NOT APPLY, THE LAW OF ARBITRABILITY OF THE STATE IN WHICH I WORK OR                                     
LAST   WORKED   FOR   GOOGLE.   
  
(g)  Entire Agreement . EXCEPT AS PROVIDED IN SECTION (c) ABOVE REGARDING PENDING CLAIMS, THIS                         
ARBITRATION PROVISION CONSTITUTES THE ENTIRE AGREEMENT BETWEEN GOOGLE AND ME WITH RESPECT TO THE                           
SUBJECT MATTER IN THIS ARBITRATION PROVISION AND SUPERSEDES ALL PRIOR ARBITRATION AGREEMENTS,                       
WRITTEN   OR   ORAL.   
 
13. General   Provisions 
 
(a) Governing   Law .      This   Agreement   will   be   governed   by   the   laws   of   the   State   of   California.  
 
(b) Entire Agreement . This Agreement, together with its Exh bit, and any executed written offer letter between Google and me,                                   
are the entire agreement between Google and me with respect to the subject matter in such documents and supersede all prior                                         
written and oral agreements or discussions. If there are conflicts between this Agreement and the offer letter, this Agreement will                                       
control. Except as provided in Section 1 of this Agreement, no change to this Agreement, other than amendments to Sections 3 and                                           
4 relating to personal open source projects in a format prepared by Google, will be effective unless in writing signed by a Senior Vice                                               
President   of   Google   Inc.   and   me.   
 
(c) Severability . If one or more of the provisions in this Agreement are deemed void, the remaining provisions will continue in full                                         
force   and   effect. 
 
(d) Successors and Assigns . This Agreement will be binding upon my heirs, executors, assigns, administrators, and other legal                                 
representatives and will be for the benefit of Google. Google may assign this Agreement to anyone at any time without my consent.                                           
There   are   no   intended   thirdparty   beneficiaries   to   this   Agreement. 
 
(e) Waiver . Waiver by Google of a breach of any provision of this Agreement will not waive its right to take action based on any                                               
other   breach. 
 
(f) Survivorship .       The   rights   and   obligations   of   the   parties   to   this   Agreement   will   survive   the   end   of   my   Google   employment. 
 
(g)  Injunctive   Relief .      I   understand   that   in   the   event   of   a   breach   or   threatened   breach   of   this   Agreement   by   me,   Google   may 
suffer   irreparable   harm   and   will   therefore   be   entitled   to   injunctive   relief   to   enforce   this   Agreement.      I   also   understand   that,   in   the 
event   of   a   breach   of   this   Agreement   by   me,   Google   may   pursue   any   and   all   available   legal   remedies,   including   monetary   damages.   

 
 
 
{{SIGNATURE}} 
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Exhibit   A 

 
GOOGLE   INC. 

LIST   OF   PRIOR   INVENTIONS 
AND   ORIGINAL   WORKS   OF   AUTHORSHIP 

 
 
I understand that listing a project or an invention here does not mean that Google is granting me permission to continue                                         
working   on   the   project   or   invention.      This   is   only   a   listing   of   inventions   or   original   works   of   authorship   done   prior   to   employment. 
 

Title  Date  Identifying Number or Brief       
Description 

     
     
     
     
 
 
 
 
 
___   No   inventions   or   improvements 
 
___   Yes   they   are   listed   above 
 
___   Additional   Sheets   Attached 
 
 
 
Signature   of   Employee:   
 
 
Print   Name   of   Employee:   
 
 
Date:  
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Internal Communications Policy 
 

Healthy and respectful debate is an important part of Google’s culture—but we all 
have a responsibility to consider the impact of our words on others.  Remember to 
use good judgment and ensure that your communications (email, misc threads, 
discussion groups, Hangouts, G+ posts, Memegen, etc.) are in alignment with our 
Code of Conduct and Googler employment policies.  
 
Discriminatory remarks, threats, or similarly inappropriate or unlawful conduct are 
never OK. It is not acceptable to engage in conduct like threatening, intimidating, 
coercing, or otherwise interfering with the job performance of fellow employees or 
visitors. 
 
However, this policy isn’t intended to prohibit legitimate discussion or constructive 
criticism about the terms or conditions of employment, nor to prohibit protected 
concerted activity among Googlers or TVCs. 
 
This policy is subject to local laws. 
 
Please visit Google’s Workplace Concern Policy for more information about the 
channels to raise workplace concerns and the process for investigating a concern. 
Violation of this policy can result in discipline up to and including termination. 
 
 



From: Rodriguez Ritchie, Edris W.I.
To: "Fox, Cameron W."
Subject: 32-CA-164766, et al. Google, Inc. et al.
Date: Thursday, April 27, 2017 11:58:00 AM

Dear Ms. Fox,
 
I understand you’re in a deposition but I wanted to follow-up with you on the Jefferson
Chemical waiver that our office prepared and sent to you.  Does your client intend on signing
the waiver?
 
Let me know if you have any questions.  I also left a message with your assistant in the event
you are not able to check your e-mails.
 
Regards,
 
 
Edris Rodriguez Ritchie
Field Attorney & Special Emphasis Program Coordinator
National Labor Relations Board
Region 32
Ronald V. Dellums Federal Building
1301 Clay Street, Suite 300N
Oakland, CA 94612-5224
Tel: 510-671-3041
Fax: 510-637-3315
Pronouns: he, him, his
 
The information contained in this electronic message may be confidential and may be subject
to the attorney-client privilege and/or the attorney work product doctrine.  It is intended only
for the use of the individual or entity to whom it is addressed.  If you are not the intended
recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination or copying of this
communication is strictly prohibited.  If you have received this electronic message in error,
please delete the original message from your e-mail system.  Thank you. 
 
La información contenida en este mensaje electrónico puede ser confidencial y puede estar
sujeta a la confidencialidad entre abogado y cliente y / o la doctrina del producto del trabajo
del abogado. Está destinado sólo para el uso de la persona o entidad a quien va dirigida. Si
usted no es el destinatario indicado, queda notificado de que cualquier utilización, difusión o
copia de este mensaje está estrictamente prohibida. Si usted ha recibido este mensaje
electrónico por error, por favor elimine el mensaje original de su sistema de correo
electrónico. Gracias.
 











UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 

REGION 32 
 

GOOGLE, INC.  

and Case 32-CA-164766  
 , an Individual 

                      and 

GOOGLE INC., AND NEST LABS, INC., A 
SINGLE EMPLOYER 
 

 

and  

, an Individual 
Case 32-CA-176462  

ORDER RESCHEDULING HEARING 

 At the request of counsel for Charging Party  and Respondents Google, Inc. 

and Google, Inc. and Nest Labs, Inc., a single employer, and upon good cause shown, IT IS 

HEREBY ORDERED that the hearing in the above matter, which was scheduled to commence 

on July 18, 2017, is rescheduled to August 28, 2017, an agreed upon date by all parties, and on 

consecutive days thereafter, at 9:00 a.m. in the Oakland Regional Office of the Board, 1301 Clay 

Street, Suite 300N, Oakland, California 94612-5224. 

DATED AT Oakland, California this 12th day of May, 2017.   
 
 

        /s/ Valerie Hardy-Mahoney         

Valerie Hardy-Mahoney 
Regional Director 
National Labor Relations Board 
Region 32 
1301 Clay Street, Suite 300N 
Oakland, CA 94612-5224 

 
 

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 

REGION 32 

 
GOOGLE, INC.                          

                        and 

, an Individual 

                      and 
 
GOOGLE INC. AND NEST LABS, INC., A 
SINGLE EMPLOYER 
 

                     and 
 

, an Individual 

  
  

Case 32-CA-164766 
  
  
 

 
 

 
 
 

Case 

 
 
  
32-CA-176462 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Date: May 12, 2017 
 

 

 

AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE OF ORDER RESCHULDING HEARING 
 

I, the undersigned employee of the National Labor Relations Board, being duly sworn, depose and say 
that on the date indicated above I served the above-entitled document(s) upon the persons at the 
addresses and in the manner indicated below. Persons listed below under "E-Service" have voluntarily 
consented to receive service electronically, and such service has been effected on the same date 
indicated above. 

Jenn Blackstone, Senior Counsel 
Google, Inc. 
1600 Amphitheatre Pkwy. 
Mountain View, CA  94043 
VIA CERTIFIED MAIL 
7015 0920 0001 7784 6527 
 

Michael Pfyl, Senior Counsel 
Google, Inc. and Nest Labs, Inc. 
1600 Amphitheatre Pkwy. 
Mountain View, CA  94043 
VIA CERTIFIED MAIL 
7015 0920 0001 7784 6513 
 

Ross H. Friedman 
Morgan Lewis & Bockius, LLP 
77 W Wacker Drive, 5th Floor  
Chicago, IL  60601 
VIA REGULAR MAIL 
 

Cameron W. Fox 
Paul Hastings LLP 
515 South Flower Street,  25th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA  90071 
VIA REGULAR MAIL 

J. Al Latham, Jr.  
Paul Hastings LLP 
515 S Flower Street, 25th Floor  
Los Angeles, CA  90071 
VIA REGULAR MAIL 

Blake Bertagna 
Paul Hastings LLP 
695 Town Center Drive, 17th Floor 
Costa Mesa, CA  92626 
VIA REGULAR MAIL 

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)







 

            

         

   

             

       

 

  

 

 

 

 

           

          

          

          

 

 

  

  

  

 

 

 

 

 

         

               

                 

         

 





              

             

              

           

              

             

                

       

              

             

          

            

 

             

             

          

          

       

             

             

              

           

 



             

             

                 

         

             

             

              

            

 

             

             

               

         

             

             

            

 

             

             

           

   

             

             

 



          

         

             

             

            

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    

    

 

 

 

   

           

              

                

                 

            

 







              

               

 

              

      

   
   

    
  

  

 
   

      
    

   
   

   

 







UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 

REGION 32 
 
 

GOOGLE, INC.  

and 
 

Case 32-CA-164766  
 

 an Individual 
                       
                       and 
 
GOOGLE INC., AND NEST LABS, INC., A 
SINGLE EMPLOYER 
 

 

and  
 

 an Individual 
Case 32-CA-176462  

 

ORDER RESCHEDULING HEARING 

 
 IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that, due to the filing of a new charge in related Case 32-CA-

201160, the hearing in the above matter, which was scheduled to commence on August 28, 2017, is 

rescheduled to October 17, 2017, and on consecutive days thereafter, at 9:00 a.m. in the Oakland 

Regional Office of the Board, 1301 Clay Street, Suite 300N, Oakland, California 94612-5224. 

 

DATED AT Oakland, California this 21st day of July, 2017.   
 
 
        /s/ Valerie Hardy-Mahoney 

              

Valerie Hardy-Mahoney 
Regional Director 
National Labor Relations Board 
Region 32 
1301 Clay Street, Suite 300N 
Oakland, CA 94612-5224 

 

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 

REGION 32 

 
 
GOOGLE, INC.                          

                        and 

, an Individual 

                      and 
 
GOOGLE INC. AND NEST LABS, INC., A 
SINGLE EMPLOYER 
 

                     and 
 

, an Individual 

  
  

Case 32-CA-164766 
  
  
 

 
 

 
 
 

Case 

 
 
  
32-CA-176462 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Date: July 21, 2017 
 

 

 

AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE OF ORDER RESCHULDING HEARING 
 

I, the undersigned employee of the National Labor Relations Board, being duly sworn, depose and say 
that on the date indicated above I served the above-entitled document(s) upon the persons at the 
addresses and in the manner indicated below. Persons listed below under "E-Service" have voluntarily 
consented to receive service electronically, and such service has been effected on the same date 
indicated above. 

Jenn Blackstone, Senior Counsel 
Google, Inc. 
1600 Amphitheatre Pkwy. 
Mountain View, CA  94043 
VIA CERTIFIED MAIL 
7015 0920 0001 7784 6667 
 

Michael Pfyl, Senior Counsel 
Google, Inc. and Nest Labs, Inc. 
1600 Amphitheatre Pkwy. 
Mountain View, CA  94043 
VIA CERTIFIED MAIL 
7015 0920 0001 7784 6681 
 

Ross H. Friedman 
Morgan Lewis & Bockius, LLP 
77 W Wacker Drive, 5th Floor  
Chicago, IL  60601 
VIA REGULAR MAIL 
 

Cameron W. Fox 
Paul Hastings LLP 
515 South Flower Street,  25th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA  90071 
VIA REGULAR MAIL 

J. Al Latham, Jr.  
Paul Hastings LLP 
515 S Flower Street, 25th Floor  
Los Angeles, CA  90071 
VIA REGULAR MAIL 

Blake Bertagna 
Paul Hastings LLP 
695 Town Center Drive, 17th Floor 
Costa Mesa, CA  92626 
VIA REGULAR MAIL 

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)











UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 

REGION 32 
 
 

GOOGLE, INC.  

and 
 

Case 32-CA-164766  
 

, an Individual 
                       
                       and 
 
GOOGLE INC., AND NEST LABS, INC., A 
SINGLE EMPLOYER 
 

 

and  
 

, an Individual 
Case 32-CA-176462  

 

ORDER RESCHEDULING HEARING 

 
 IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that, due to a request for postponement by Respondent’s 

counsel and for good cause shown, the hearing in the above matter, which was scheduled to 

commence on October 17, 2017, is rescheduled to November 7, 2017, and on consecutive days 

thereafter, at 9 a.m. in the Oakland Regional Office of the Board, 1301 Clay Street, Suite 300N, 

Oakland, California 94612-5224. 

 

DATED AT Oakland, California this 2nd day of August 2017.   
 
 
         

        /s/ Valerie Hardy-Mahoney        

Valerie Hardy-Mahoney 
Regional Director 
National Labor Relations Board 
Region 32 
1301 Clay Street, Suite 300N 
Oakland, CA 94612-5224 

 

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 

REGION 32 

 
 
GOOGLE, INC.                          

                        and 

, an Individual 

                      and 
 
GOOGLE INC. AND NEST LABS, INC., A 
SINGLE EMPLOYER 
 

                     and 
 

, an Individual 

  
  

Case 32-CA-164766 
  
  
 

 
 

 
 
 

Case 

 
 
  
32-CA-176462 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Date: August 2, 2017 
 

 

AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE OF ORDER RESCHULDING HEARING 
 

I, the undersigned employee of the National Labor Relations Board, being duly sworn, depose and say 
that on the date indicated above I served the above-entitled document(s) upon the persons at the 
addresses and in the manner indicated below. Persons listed below under "E-Service" have voluntarily 
consented to receive service electronically, and such service has been effected on the same date 
indicated above. 

Jenn Blackstone, Senior Counsel 
Google, Inc. 
1600 Amphitheatre Pkwy. 
Mountain View, CA  94043 
VIA CERTIFIED MAIL 
7015 0920 0001 7784 9958 
 

Michael Pfyl, Senior Counsel 
Google, Inc. and Nest Labs, Inc. 
1600 Amphitheatre Pkwy. 
Mountain View, CA  94043 
VIA CERTIFIED MAIL 
7015 0920 0001 7784 7428 
 

Ross H. Friedman 
Morgan Lewis & Bockius, LLP 
77 W Wacker Drive, 5th Floor  
Chicago, IL  60601 
VIA REGULAR MAIL 
 

Cameron W. Fox 
Paul Hastings LLP 
515 South Flower Street,  25th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA  90071 
VIA REGULAR MAIL 

J. Al Latham, Jr.  
Paul Hastings LLP  
515 S Flower Street, 25th Floor  
Los Angeles, CA  90071 
VIA REGULAR MAIL 

Blake Bertagna 
Paul Hastings LLP 
695 Town Center Drive, 17th Floor 
Costa Mesa, CA  92626 
VIA REGULAR MAIL 

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)





UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 

REGION 32 
 
 

GOOGLE, INC.  

and 
 

Case 32-CA-164766  
 

, an Individual 
                       
                       and 
 
GOOGLE INC., AND NEST LABS, INC., A 
SINGLE EMPLOYER 
 

 

and  
 

, an Individual 
Case 32-CA-176462  

 

ORDER POSTPONING HEARING INDEFINITELY 

 
 On July 21, 2017, the hearing in this matter was postponed due to the filing of a new charge 

in related Case 32-CA-201160.  Subsequently, another new charge was filed in related Case 32-CA-

205351.  IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that, pending the investigation of the new charge in related 

Case 32-CA-205351, the hearing in the above matter, which was scheduled to commence on 

November 7, 2017, is postponed indefinitely. 

 

DATED AT Oakland, California this 4th day of October 2017.   
 
 
         

      /s/ Valerie Hardy-Mahoney        

Valerie Hardy-Mahoney 
Regional Director 
National Labor Relations Board 
Region 32 
1301 Clay Street, Suite 300N 
Oakland, CA 94612-5224 

 

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 

REGION 32 

 
 
GOOGLE, INC.                          

                        and 

, an Individual 

                      and 
 
GOOGLE INC. AND NEST LABS, INC., A 
SINGLE EMPLOYER 
 

                     and 
 

, an Individual 

  
  
  
  
  

Case 
 

32-CA-164766 

 
 
 
 

 
 
  
 

 
 

Case 
 
 
 
 

 
 
32-CA-176462 

Date: October 4, 2017 
 

 

 

AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE OF ORDER POSTPONING HEARING INDEFINITELY 
 

I, the undersigned employee of the National Labor Relations Board, being duly sworn, depose and say 
that on the date indicated above I served the above-entitled document(s) upon the persons at the 
addresses and in the manner indicated below. Persons listed below under "E-Service" have voluntarily 
consented to receive service electronically, and such service has been effected on the same date 
indicated above. 

Jenn Blackstone, Senior Counsel 
Google, Inc. 
1600 Amphitheatre Pkwy. 
Mountain View, CA  94043 
VIA CERTIFIED MAIL 
7015 0920 0001 7784 7664 
 

Michael Pfyl, Senior Counsel 
Google, Inc. and Nest Labs, Inc. 
1600 Amphitheatre Pkwy. 
Mountain View, CA  94043 
VIA CERTIFIED MAIL 
7015 0920 0001 7784 7671 
 

Ross H. Friedman 
Morgan Lewis & Bockius, LLP 
77 W Wacker Drive, 5th Floor  
Chicago, IL  60601 
VIA REGULAR MAIL 
 

Cameron W. Fox 
Paul Hastings LLP 
515 South Flower Street,  25th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA  90071 
VIA REGULAR MAIL 

J. Al Latham, Jr.  
Paul Hastings LLP  
515 S Flower Street, 25th Floor  
Los Angeles, CA  90071 
VIA REGULAR MAIL 

Blake Bertagna 
Paul Hastings LLP 
695 Town Center Drive, 17th Floor 
Costa Mesa, CA  92626 
VIA REGULAR MAIL 

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)





From: Kaufman, Jennifer D.
To: "allatham@paulhastings.com"
Subject: proposed settlement agreement in Google, Inc., 32-CA-164766 and 32-CA-176462
Date: Thursday, January 25, 2018 1:23:00 PM
Attachments: SET.32-CA.164766.proposed IBSA.PDF

Dear Mr. Latham,
 
Pursuant to our conversation earlier this week, please see the attached proposed informal
settlement agreement in the above-captioned charges. You will notice that the Regional Director
agreed to take out the default language.  A proposed settlement agreement for  charge
will also be forthcoming. 
 
I will be out of the office tomorrow, but I am available today and on Monday to discuss this
settlement agreement.
 
Sincerely,
Jennifer Kaufman
 

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)



UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 

SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 
 

IN THE MATTER OF  
Google, Inc., a subsidiary of Alphabet, Inc. Cases 32-CA-164766 and   

32-CA-201160 
 

 
Subject to the approval of the Regional Director for the National Labor Relations Board, the Charged Party and 
the Charging Party HEREBY AGREE TO SETTLE THE ABOVE MATTER AS FOLLOWS: 
 
POSTING OF NOTICE – After the Regional Director has approved this Agreement, the Regional Office will 
send copies of the approved Notice to the Charged Party in English and in additional languages if the Regional 
Director decides that it is appropriate to do so.  A responsible official of the Charged Party will then sign and 
date those Notices and immediately post them, at all of its facilities on a nationwide basis, at all locations where 
it normally posts notices to employees.  The Charged Party will keep all Notices posted for 60 consecutive days 
after the initial posting. 
 
INTRANET POSTING – The Charged Party will post a copy of the Notice in English and in additional 
languages, if the Regional Director decides that it is appropriate to do so, on its intranet at “Internal Google Plus 
(G+)” and keep it continuously posted there for 60 consecutive days from the date it was originally posted. The 
Charged Party will submit a paper copy of the intranet or website posting to the Region’s Compliance Officer 
when it submits the Certification of Posting and provide a password for a password protected intranet site in the 
event it is necessary to check the electronic posting. 
 
E-MAILING NOTICE – The Charged Party will email a copy of the signed Notice in English and in 
additional languages, if the Regional Director decides that it is appropriate to do so, to all current employees 
working at the Charged Party’s facilities throughout the United States.  The message of the e-mail transmitted 
with the Notice will state: “We are distributing the Attached Notice to Employees to you pursuant to a 
Settlement Agreement approved by the Regional Director of Region 32 of the National Labor Relations Board 
in Cases 32-CA-164766 and 32-CA-201160.”  The Charged Party will forward a copy of that e-mail, with all of 
the recipients’ e-mail addresses, to the Region’s Compliance Officer at paloma.loya@nlrb.gov. 
COMPLIANCE WITH NOTICE — The Charged Party will comply with all the terms and provisions of said 
Notice.  
SCOPE OF THE AGREEMENT — This Agreement settles only the allegations in the above-captioned 
case(s), including all allegations covered by the attached Notice to Employees made part of this agreement, and 
does not settle any other case(s) or matters.  It does not prevent persons from filing charges, the General 
Counsel from prosecuting complaints, or the Board and the courts from finding violations with respect to 
matters that happened before this Agreement was approved regardless of whether General Counsel knew of 
those matters or could have easily found them out.  The General Counsel reserves the right to use the evidence 
obtained in the investigation and prosecution of the above-captioned case(s) for any relevant purpose in the 
litigation of this or any other case(s), and a judge, the Board and the courts may make findings of fact and/or 
conclusions of law with respect to said evidence. 
 
PARTIES TO THE AGREEMENT — If the Charging Party fails or refuses to become a party to this 
Agreement and the Regional Director determines that it will promote the policies of the National Labor 
Relations Act, the Regional Director may approve the settlement agreement and decline to issue or reissue a 
Complaint in this matter.  If that occurs, this Agreement shall be between the Charged Party and the 
undersigned Regional Director.  In that case, a Charging Party may request review of the decision to approve 



the Agreement.  If the General Counsel does not sustain the Regional Director's approval, this Agreement shall 
be null and void. 
 
AUTHORIZATION TO PROVIDE COMPLIANCE INFORMATION AND NOTICES DIRECTLY TO 
CHARGED PARTY — Counsel for the Charged Party authorizes the Regional Office to forward the cover 
letter describing the general expectations and instructions to achieve compliance, a conformed settlement, 
original notices and a certification of posting directly to the Charged Party. If such authorization is granted, 
Counsel will be simultaneously served with a courtesy copy of these documents. 

 
Yes __________  No __________ 

Initials  Initials 

PERFORMANCE — Performance by the Charged Party with the terms and provisions of this Agreement shall 
commence immediately after the Agreement is approved by the Regional Director, or if the Charging Party does 
not enter into this Agreement, performance shall commence immediately upon receipt by the Charged Party of 
notice that no review has been requested or that the General Counsel has sustained the Regional Director. The 
Charged Party agrees that in case of non-compliance with any of the terms of this Settlement Agreement by the 
Charged Party, and after 14 days’ notice from the Regional Director of the National Labor Relations Board of 
such non-compliance without remedy by the Charged Party, the Regional Director will reissue the Consolidated 
Complaint that issued on April 28, 2017, that is limited to the allegations covered by the Notice to Employees, 
as identified above in the Scope of Agreement section, as well as filing and service of the charge(s), commerce 
facts necessary to establish Board jurisdiction, labor organization status, appropriate bargaining unit (if 
applicable), and any other allegations the General Counsel would ordinarily plead to establish the unfair labor 
practices as well as related allegations alleged in any other pending charge.   
 
NOTIFICATION OF COMPLIANCE — Each party to this Agreement will notify the Regional Director in 
writing what steps the Charged Party has taken to comply with the Agreement.  This notification shall be given 
within 5 days, and again after 60 days, from the date of the approval of this Agreement.  If the Charging Party 
does not enter into this Agreement, initial notice shall be given within 5 days after notification from the 
Regional Director that the Charging Party did not request review or that the General Counsel sustained the 
Regional Director’s approval of this agreement.  No further action shall be taken in the above captioned case(s) 
provided that the Charged Party complies with the terms and conditions of this Settlement Agreement and 
Notice. 

 

Charged Party  
GOOGLE, INC., A SUBSIDIARY OF 
ALPHABET, INC. 
 
 

Charging Party  
 

By:            Name and Title 
 
 
 

Date 
 
 

By:          Name and Title 
 
 
 

Date 
 
 

Print Name and Title below 
 
 
 

Print Name and Title below 
 
 

  

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)



 
Recommended By: 
 
 
JENNIFER D. KAUFMAN 
Field Attorney 

Date 
 
 
 

Approved By: 
 
 
VALERIE HARDY-MAHONEY 
Regional Director, Region 32 

Date 
 
 

  
 



(To be printed and posted on official Board notice form) 
 

 
FEDERAL LAW GIVES YOU THE RIGHT TO: 

 Form, join, or assist a union; 

 Choose a representative to bargain with us on your behalf; 

 Act together with other employees for your benefit and protection; 

 Choose not to engage in any of these protected activities. 

WE WILL NOT do anything to prevent you from exercising the above rights. 
 
YOU HAVE THE RIGHT to discuss wages, hours, and working conditions with other 
employees and to engage in protected criticisms of the Employer and WE WILL NOT do 
anything to interfere with your exercise of those rights. 
 
WE WILL NOT maintain and WE HAVE rescinded any rules that prohibit employees from 
discussing and sharing information about their wages, hours, and other terms and conditions of 
employment, or that prohibit employees from engaging in conduct that conflicts with employees’ 
obligations to us without first obtaining consent from us, or that prohibit employees from 
engaging in unwanted solicitations, from using our email during non-working time, conducting 
non-work activity during working hours, or that threaten employees with discipline for violating 
these rules. 
 
WE WILL NOT maintain rules that define “confidential information” to include employee 
information about wages and terms and conditions of employment or otherwise prohibit you 
from sharing information about your wages or other terms and condition of employment and WE 
HAVE rescinded sections of our Data Security Policy and our Data Classification Guidelines 
that maintained had such a definition of “confidential information.” 
 
WE WILL NOT maintain the language in the preface to our current Code of Conduct which 
states that Code of Conduct is confidential and prohibits employees from sharing the Code of 
Conduct with anyone outside of the company, and WE WILL rescind that provision of the Code 
of Conduct on that subject. 
 
WE WILL NOT enforce our lawful rules in a discriminatory manner to prohibit or restrict 
employees from engaging in protected conduct with other employees concerning their wages, 
hours, and working conditions. 
 
YOU HAVE THE RIGHT to freely bring workplace diversity issues, inclusion issues, and 
complaints or requests to clarify permissible workplace behavior to us on behalf of yourself and 
other employees and WE WILL NOT do anything to interfere with your exercise of that right. 
 



WE WILL NOT threaten employees with unspecified reprisals, including telling employees that 
they are doing damage to their careers because they presented workplace diversity issues to us 
and requested clarifications of permissible workplace behavior. 
 
WE WILL NOT threaten to discipline you, discipline you, terminate you, or otherwise retaliate 
against you because you, on behalf of yourself and other employees, exercise your right to bring 
issues to us, make complaints about and/or criticize our workplace policies, including our 
diversity and inclusion policies or other policies regarding wages, hours, and other terms and 
conditions of employment. 
 
WE WILL, within 14 days of the approval of this Agreement, remove from our files all 
references to the final written warning issued to  on  2015, and WE 
WILL, within 3 days thereafter, notify  in writing that this has been done and that the final 
written warning will not be used against  in any way. 
 
WE WILL NOT in any like or related manner interfere with your rights under Section 7 of the 
Act. 

 
 
 
   GOOGLE, INC., A SUBSIDIARY OF ALPHABET, 

INC. 
   (Employer) 

 
 
Dated:  By:   
   (Representative) (Title) 

 
 
The National Labor Relations Board is an independent Federal agency created in 1935 to 
enforce the National Labor Relations Act.  We conduct secret-ballot elections to determine 
whether employees want union representation and we investigate and remedy unfair labor 
practices by employers and unions.  To find out more about your rights under the Act and how to 
file a charge or election petition, you may speak confidentially to any agent with the Board’s 
Regional Office set forth below or you may call the Board's toll-free number 1-866-667-NLRB 
(1-866-667-6572).  Hearing impaired persons may contact the Agency's TTY service at 1-866-
315-NLRB.  You may also obtain information from the Board’s website: www.nlrb.gov. 

1301 Clay St Ste 300N 
Oakland, CA 94612-5224 

Telephone:  (510)637-3300 
Hours of Operation:  8:30 a m. to 5 p m. 

 
 
 

THIS IS AN OFFICIAL NOTICE AND MUST NOT BE DEFACED BY ANYONE 

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C) (b) (6), (b) (7)(C)
(b) (6), (b) 

(b) (6), (b) 



This notice must remain posted for 60 consecutive days from the date of posting and must not be altered, 
defaced or covered by any other material.  Any questions concerning this notice or compliance with its 
provisions may be directed to the above Regional Office's Compliance Officer. 



From: Kaufman, Jennifer D.
To: "harmeet@dhillonlaw.com"
Subject: proposed settlement agreement in Google, Inc., 32-CA-164766 and 32-CA-176462
Date: Thursday, January 25, 2018 1:33:00 PM
Attachments: LTR.32-CA-164766.IBSA 7-day letter.pdf

SET.32-CA.164766.proposed IBSA.PDF

Dear Ms. Dhillon,
 
Please see the attached proposed informal settlement agreement and cover letter.  The settlement
agreement has been sent to Google’s counsel for consideration.  I will not be in the office tomorrow
but I am available today and Monday to discuss the proposed settlement.  If possible, we would like
to know whether your client has any objections to the proposed settlement by early next week.
 
Sincerely,
Jennifer Kaufman



 

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 
REGION 32 
1301 Clay St Ste 300N 
Oakland, CA 94612-5224 

Agency Website: www.nlrb.gov 
Telephone: (510)637-3300 
Fax: (510)637-3315 

 
 
Harmeet Dhillon, Esq. 
170 Post Street, Suite 700 
San Francisco, CA  94108 
 

Re: Google, Inc. 
 Cases 32-CA-164766, 32-CA-176462 

Dear Ms. Dhillon: 

Enclosed is an informal settlement agreement in this matter that has been sent to the 
Charged Party for review.  This settlement agreement appears to remedy the violations 
established by our investigation and to comport with the remedial provisions of Board orders in 
cases involving such violations. 

If you wish to join in the settlement, please sign and return the settlement agreement to 
this office by close of business on February 1, 2018. 

If you decide not to join in this settlement, your objections to the settlement agreement 
and any supporting arguments should be submitted in writing to me by February 1, 2018. Your 
objections and arguments will be carefully considered before a final determination is made 
whether to approve the settlement agreement.  If you fail to enter the settlement agreement or to 
submit objections by February 1, 2018, I will approve the settlement agreement on February 2, 
2018. 

Very truly yours, 

  

VALERIE HARDY-MAHONEY 
Regional Director 

Enclosure 



UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 

SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 
 

IN THE MATTER OF  
Google, Inc., a subsidiary of Alphabet, Inc. Cases 32-CA-164766 and   

32-CA-201160 
 

 
Subject to the approval of the Regional Director for the National Labor Relations Board, the Charged Party and 
the Charging Party HEREBY AGREE TO SETTLE THE ABOVE MATTER AS FOLLOWS: 
 
POSTING OF NOTICE – After the Regional Director has approved this Agreement, the Regional Office will 
send copies of the approved Notice to the Charged Party in English and in additional languages if the Regional 
Director decides that it is appropriate to do so.  A responsible official of the Charged Party will then sign and 
date those Notices and immediately post them, at all of its facilities on a nationwide basis, at all locations where 
it normally posts notices to employees.  The Charged Party will keep all Notices posted for 60 consecutive days 
after the initial posting. 
 
INTRANET POSTING – The Charged Party will post a copy of the Notice in English and in additional 
languages, if the Regional Director decides that it is appropriate to do so, on its intranet at “Internal Google Plus 
(G+)” and keep it continuously posted there for 60 consecutive days from the date it was originally posted. The 
Charged Party will submit a paper copy of the intranet or website posting to the Region’s Compliance Officer 
when it submits the Certification of Posting and provide a password for a password protected intranet site in the 
event it is necessary to check the electronic posting. 
 
E-MAILING NOTICE – The Charged Party will email a copy of the signed Notice in English and in 
additional languages, if the Regional Director decides that it is appropriate to do so, to all current employees 
working at the Charged Party’s facilities throughout the United States.  The message of the e-mail transmitted 
with the Notice will state: “We are distributing the Attached Notice to Employees to you pursuant to a 
Settlement Agreement approved by the Regional Director of Region 32 of the National Labor Relations Board 
in Cases 32-CA-164766 and 32-CA-201160.”  The Charged Party will forward a copy of that e-mail, with all of 
the recipients’ e-mail addresses, to the Region’s Compliance Officer at paloma.loya@nlrb.gov. 
COMPLIANCE WITH NOTICE — The Charged Party will comply with all the terms and provisions of said 
Notice.  
SCOPE OF THE AGREEMENT — This Agreement settles only the allegations in the above-captioned 
case(s), including all allegations covered by the attached Notice to Employees made part of this agreement, and 
does not settle any other case(s) or matters.  It does not prevent persons from filing charges, the General 
Counsel from prosecuting complaints, or the Board and the courts from finding violations with respect to 
matters that happened before this Agreement was approved regardless of whether General Counsel knew of 
those matters or could have easily found them out.  The General Counsel reserves the right to use the evidence 
obtained in the investigation and prosecution of the above-captioned case(s) for any relevant purpose in the 
litigation of this or any other case(s), and a judge, the Board and the courts may make findings of fact and/or 
conclusions of law with respect to said evidence. 
 
PARTIES TO THE AGREEMENT — If the Charging Party fails or refuses to become a party to this 
Agreement and the Regional Director determines that it will promote the policies of the National Labor 
Relations Act, the Regional Director may approve the settlement agreement and decline to issue or reissue a 
Complaint in this matter.  If that occurs, this Agreement shall be between the Charged Party and the 
undersigned Regional Director.  In that case, a Charging Party may request review of the decision to approve 



the Agreement.  If the General Counsel does not sustain the Regional Director's approval, this Agreement shall 
be null and void. 
 
AUTHORIZATION TO PROVIDE COMPLIANCE INFORMATION AND NOTICES DIRECTLY TO 
CHARGED PARTY — Counsel for the Charged Party authorizes the Regional Office to forward the cover 
letter describing the general expectations and instructions to achieve compliance, a conformed settlement, 
original notices and a certification of posting directly to the Charged Party. If such authorization is granted, 
Counsel will be simultaneously served with a courtesy copy of these documents. 

 
Yes __________  No __________ 

Initials  Initials 

PERFORMANCE — Performance by the Charged Party with the terms and provisions of this Agreement shall 
commence immediately after the Agreement is approved by the Regional Director, or if the Charging Party does 
not enter into this Agreement, performance shall commence immediately upon receipt by the Charged Party of 
notice that no review has been requested or that the General Counsel has sustained the Regional Director. The 
Charged Party agrees that in case of non-compliance with any of the terms of this Settlement Agreement by the 
Charged Party, and after 14 days’ notice from the Regional Director of the National Labor Relations Board of 
such non-compliance without remedy by the Charged Party, the Regional Director will reissue the Consolidated 
Complaint that issued on April 28, 2017, that is limited to the allegations covered by the Notice to Employees, 
as identified above in the Scope of Agreement section, as well as filing and service of the charge(s), commerce 
facts necessary to establish Board jurisdiction, labor organization status, appropriate bargaining unit (if 
applicable), and any other allegations the General Counsel would ordinarily plead to establish the unfair labor 
practices as well as related allegations alleged in any other pending charge.   
 
NOTIFICATION OF COMPLIANCE — Each party to this Agreement will notify the Regional Director in 
writing what steps the Charged Party has taken to comply with the Agreement.  This notification shall be given 
within 5 days, and again after 60 days, from the date of the approval of this Agreement.  If the Charging Party 
does not enter into this Agreement, initial notice shall be given within 5 days after notification from the 
Regional Director that the Charging Party did not request review or that the General Counsel sustained the 
Regional Director’s approval of this agreement.  No further action shall be taken in the above captioned case(s) 
provided that the Charged Party complies with the terms and conditions of this Settlement Agreement and 
Notice. 

 

Charged Party  
GOOGLE, INC., A SUBSIDIARY OF 
ALPHABET, INC. 
 
 

Charging Party  
 

By:            Name and Title 
 
 
 

Date 
 
 

By:          Name and Title 
 
 
 

Date 
 
 

Print Name and Title below 
 
 
 

Print Name and Title below 
 
 

  

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)



 
Recommended By: 
 
 
JENNIFER D. KAUFMAN 
Field Attorney 

Date 
 
 
 

Approved By: 
 
 
VALERIE HARDY-MAHONEY 
Regional Director, Region 32 

Date 
 
 

  
 



(To be printed and posted on official Board notice form) 
 

 
FEDERAL LAW GIVES YOU THE RIGHT TO: 

 Form, join, or assist a union; 

 Choose a representative to bargain with us on your behalf; 

 Act together with other employees for your benefit and protection; 

 Choose not to engage in any of these protected activities. 

WE WILL NOT do anything to prevent you from exercising the above rights. 
 
YOU HAVE THE RIGHT to discuss wages, hours, and working conditions with other 
employees and to engage in protected criticisms of the Employer and WE WILL NOT do 
anything to interfere with your exercise of those rights. 
 
WE WILL NOT maintain and WE HAVE rescinded any rules that prohibit employees from 
discussing and sharing information about their wages, hours, and other terms and conditions of 
employment, or that prohibit employees from engaging in conduct that conflicts with employees’ 
obligations to us without first obtaining consent from us, or that prohibit employees from 
engaging in unwanted solicitations, from using our email during non-working time, conducting 
non-work activity during working hours, or that threaten employees with discipline for violating 
these rules. 
 
WE WILL NOT maintain rules that define “confidential information” to include employee 
information about wages and terms and conditions of employment or otherwise prohibit you 
from sharing information about your wages or other terms and condition of employment and WE 
HAVE rescinded sections of our Data Security Policy and our Data Classification Guidelines 
that maintained had such a definition of “confidential information.” 
 
WE WILL NOT maintain the language in the preface to our current Code of Conduct which 
states that Code of Conduct is confidential and prohibits employees from sharing the Code of 
Conduct with anyone outside of the company, and WE WILL rescind that provision of the Code 
of Conduct on that subject. 
 
WE WILL NOT enforce our lawful rules in a discriminatory manner to prohibit or restrict 
employees from engaging in protected conduct with other employees concerning their wages, 
hours, and working conditions. 
 
YOU HAVE THE RIGHT to freely bring workplace diversity issues, inclusion issues, and 
complaints or requests to clarify permissible workplace behavior to us on behalf of yourself and 
other employees and WE WILL NOT do anything to interfere with your exercise of that right. 
 



WE WILL NOT threaten employees with unspecified reprisals, including telling employees that 
they are doing damage to their careers because they presented workplace diversity issues to us 
and requested clarifications of permissible workplace behavior. 
 
WE WILL NOT threaten to discipline you, discipline you, terminate you, or otherwise retaliate 
against you because you, on behalf of yourself and other employees, exercise your right to bring 
issues to us, make complaints about and/or criticize our workplace policies, including our 
diversity and inclusion policies or other policies regarding wages, hours, and other terms and 
conditions of employment. 
 
WE WILL, within 14 days of the approval of this Agreement, remove from our files all 
references to the final written warning issued to  on  2015, and WE 
WILL, within 3 days thereafter, notify  in writing that this has been done and that the final 
written warning will not be used against  in any way. 
 
WE WILL NOT in any like or related manner interfere with your rights under Section 7 of the 
Act. 

 
 
 
   GOOGLE, INC., A SUBSIDIARY OF ALPHABET, 

INC. 
   (Employer) 

 
 
Dated:  By:   
   (Representative) (Title) 

 
 
The National Labor Relations Board is an independent Federal agency created in 1935 to 
enforce the National Labor Relations Act.  We conduct secret-ballot elections to determine 
whether employees want union representation and we investigate and remedy unfair labor 
practices by employers and unions.  To find out more about your rights under the Act and how to 
file a charge or election petition, you may speak confidentially to any agent with the Board’s 
Regional Office set forth below or you may call the Board's toll-free number 1-866-667-NLRB 
(1-866-667-6572).  Hearing impaired persons may contact the Agency's TTY service at 1-866-
315-NLRB.  You may also obtain information from the Board’s website: www.nlrb.gov. 

1301 Clay St Ste 300N 
Oakland, CA 94612-5224 

Telephone:  (510)637-3300 
Hours of Operation:  8:30 a m. to 5 p m. 

 
 
 

THIS IS AN OFFICIAL NOTICE AND MUST NOT BE DEFACED BY ANYONE 

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C) (b) (6), (b) (7)(C)
(b) (6), (b) 

(b) (6), (b) 



This notice must remain posted for 60 consecutive days from the date of posting and must not be altered, 
defaced or covered by any other material.  Any questions concerning this notice or compliance with its 
provisions may be directed to the above Regional Office's Compliance Officer. 



From: Gregory Michael (DhillonLaw)
To: Kaufman, Jennifer D.
Cc: Harmeet K. Dhillon (DhillonLaw)
Subject: RE: proposed settlement agreement in Google, Inc., 32-CA-164766 and 32-CA-176462
Date: Friday, January 26, 2018 4:37:23 PM
Attachments: image001.jpg

Proposed Settlement edits.docx

Jennifer:
 
Our client’s suggested redline modifications to the proposed settlement are attached. We hope
settlement can be reached, and we look forward to hearing from you.
 
Regards,
Greg
 
Gregory R. Michael, Esq.
Associate | Dhillon Law Group Inc.
177 Post Street, Suite 700 | San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone: 415.433.1700 | Fax: 415.520.6593
www.dhillonlaw.com
 
Admitted to practice law in California

This email may be an attorney client privileged communication. If you received it in error, please
destroy it and inform the sender.
 

 
 
    >       Begin forwarded message:
    >
    >            From: "Kaufman, Jennifer D." <Jennifer.Kaufman@nlrb.gov>
    >            Date: January 25, 2018 at 10:33:52 AM PST
    >            To: "harmeet@dhillonlaw.com" <harmeet@dhillonlaw.com>
    >            Subject: proposed settlement agreement in Google, Inc., 32-CA-164766 and 32-CA-
176462
    >
    >            Dear Ms. Dhillon,
    >



    >            
    >
    >            Please see the attached proposed informal settlement agreement and cover letter.  The
settlement
    >            agreement has been sent to Google’s counsel for consideration.  I will not be in the office
tomorrow
    >            but I am available today and Monday to discuss the proposed settlement.  If possible, we
would like to
    >            know whether your client has any objections to the proposed settlement by early next
week.
    >
    >            
    >
    >            Sincerely,
    >
    >            Jennifer Kaufman
    >
    >
    >
    >
 



UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD  
SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT  

  
IN THE MATTER OF   
 Google, Inc., a subsidiary of Alphabet, Inc.  Cases 32-CA-164766 and    

32-CA-201160  
  

  
Subject to the approval of the Regional Director for the National Labor Relations Board, the Charged Party and 
the Charging Party HEREBY AGREE TO SETTLE THE ABOVE MATTER AS FOLLOWS:  
  
POSTING OF NOTICE – After the Regional Director has approved this Agreement, the Regional Office will 
send copies of the approved Notice to the Charged Party in English and in additional languages if the Regional 
Director decides that it is appropriate to do so.  A responsible official of the Charged Party will then sign and 
date those Notices and immediately post them, at all of its facilities on a nationwide basis, at all locations where 
it normally posts notices to employees.  The Charged Party will keep all Notices posted for 60 consecutive days 
after the initial posting.  
  
INTRANET POSTING – The Charged Party will post a copy of the Notice in English and in additional 
languages, if the Regional Director decides that it is appropriate to do so, on its intranet at on the “Internal 
Google Plus  
(G+)” page of  and keep it continuously posted there for 60 consecutive days from the date it was 
originally posted. The Charged Party will submit a paper copy of the intranet or website posting to the Region’s 
Compliance Officer when it submits the Certification of Posting and provide a password for a password 
protected intranet site in the event it is necessary to check the electronic posting.  
  
E-MAILING NOTICE – The Charged Party will email a copy of the signed Notice in English and in 
additional languages, if the Regional Director decides that it is appropriate to do so, to all current employees 
working at the Charged Party’s facilities throughout the United States.  The message of the e-mail transmitted 
with the Notice will state: “We are distributing the Attached Notice to Employees to you pursuant to a 
Settlement Agreement approved by the Regional Director of Region 32 of the National Labor Relations Board 
in Cases 32-CA-164766 and 32-CA-201160.”  The Charged Party will forward a copy of that e-mail, with all of 
the recipients’ e-mail addresses, to the Region’s Compliance Officer at paloma.loya@nlrb.gov.  
COMPLIANCE WITH NOTICE — The Charged Party will comply with all the terms and provisions of said 
Notice.   
SCOPE OF THE AGREEMENT — This Agreement settles only the allegations in the above-captioned 
case(s), including all allegations covered by the attached Notice to Employees made part of this agreement, and 
does not settle any other case(s) or matters.  It does not prevent persons from filing charges, the General 
Counsel from prosecuting complaints, or the Board and the courts from finding violations with respect to 
matters that happened before this Agreement was approved regardless of whether General Counsel knew of 
those matters or could have easily found them out.  The General Counsel reserves the right to use the evidence 
obtained in the investigation and prosecution of the above-captioned case(s) for any relevant purpose in the 
litigation of this or any other case(s), and a judge, the Board and the courts may make findings of fact and/or 
conclusions of law with respect to said evidence.  
  
PARTIES TO THE AGREEMENT — If the Charging Party fails or refuses to become a party to this  
Agreement and the Regional Director determines that it will promote the policies of the National Labor  
Relations Act, the Regional Director may approve the settlement agreement and decline to issue or reissue a 
Complaint in this matter.  If that occurs, this Agreement shall be between the Charged Party and the 

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)



undersigned Regional Director.  In that case, a Charging Party may request review of the decision to approve 
the Agreement.  If the General Counsel does not sustain the Regional Director's approval, this Agreement shall 
be null and void.  
  
AUTHORIZATION TO PROVIDE COMPLIANCE INFORMATION AND NOTICES DIRECTLY TO  
CHARGED PARTY — Counsel for the Charged Party authorizes the Regional Office to forward the cover 
letter describing the general expectations and instructions to achieve compliance, a conformed settlement, 
original notices and a certification of posting directly to the Charged Party. If such authorization is granted, 
Counsel will be simultaneously served with a courtesy copy of these documents.  

  
 Yes __________   No __________  
 Initials   Initials  

PERFORMANCE — Performance by the Charged Party with the terms and provisions of this Agreement shall 
commence immediately after the Agreement is approved by the Regional Director, or if the Charging Party does 
not enter into this Agreement, performance shall commence immediately upon receipt by the Charged Party of 
notice that no review has been requested or that the General Counsel has sustained the Regional Director. The 
Charged Party agrees that in case of non-compliance with any of the terms of this Settlement Agreement by the 
Charged Party, and after 14 days’ notice from the Regional Director of the National Labor Relations Board of 
such non-compliance without remedy by the Charged Party, the Regional Director will reissue the Consolidated 
Complaint that issued on April 28, 2017, that is limited to the allegations covered by the Notice to Employees, 
as identified above in the Scope of Agreement section, as well as filing and service of the charge(s), commerce 
facts necessary to establish Board jurisdiction, labor organization status, appropriate bargaining unit (if 
applicable), and any other allegations the General Counsel would ordinarily plead to establish the unfair labor 
practices as well as related allegations alleged in any other pending charge.    
  
NOTIFICATION OF COMPLIANCE — Each party to this Agreement will notify the Regional Director in 
writing what steps the Charged Party has taken to comply with the Agreement.  This notification shall be given 
within 5 days, and again after 60 days, from the date of the approval of this Agreement.  If the Charging Party 
does not enter into this Agreement, initial notice shall be given within 5 days after notification from the 
Regional Director that the Charging Party did not request review or that the General Counsel sustained the 
Regional Director’s approval of this agreement.  No further action shall be taken in the above captioned case(s) 
provided that the Charged Party complies with the terms and conditions of this Settlement Agreement and 
Notice.  

  
Charged Party   
GOOGLE, INC., A SUBSIDIARY 
OF ALPHABET, INC.  
  
  

 Charging Party  
  

 

By:            Name and Title  
  
  
  

Date  
  
  

By:          Name and Title  
  
  
  

Date  
  
  

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)



Print Name and Title below  
  
  
  
  

Print Name and Title below  
  
  

  
  
Recommended By:  
  
  
JENNIFER D. KAUFMAN  
Field Attorney  

Date  
  
  
  

Approved By:  
  
  
VALERIE HARDY-MAHONEY  
Regional Director, Region 32  

Date  
  
  

   
   



(To be printed and posted on official Board notice form)  
  

  
FEDERAL LAW GIVES YOU THE RIGHT TO:  

• Form, join, or assist a union;  
• Choose a representative to bargain with us on your behalf;  

• Act together with other employees for your benefit and protection;  Choose not to 
engage in any of these protected activities.  

WE WILL NOT do anything to prevent you from exercising the above rights.  
  
YOU HAVE THE RIGHT to discuss wages, hours, and working conditions with other 
employees and to engage in protected criticisms of the Employer and WE WILL NOT do 
anything to interfere with your exercise of those rights.  
  
WE WILL NOT maintain and WE HAVE rescinded any rules that prohibit employees from 
discussing and sharing information about their wages, hours, and other terms and conditions of 
employment, or that prohibit employees from engaging in conduct that conflicts with employees’ 
obligations to us without first obtaining consent from us, or that prohibit employees from 
engaging in unwanted solicitations, from using our email during non-working time, conducting 
non-work activity during working hours, or that threaten employees with discipline for violating 
these rules.  
  
WE WILL NOT maintain rules that define “confidential information” to include employee 
information about wages and terms and conditions of employment or otherwise prohibit you 
from sharing information about your wages or other terms and condition of employment and WE 
HAVE rescinded sections of our Data Security Policy and our Data Classification Guidelines 
that maintained had such a definition of “confidential information.”  
  
WE WILL NOT maintain the language in the preface to our current Code of Conduct which 
states that Code of Conduct is confidential and prohibits employees from sharing the Code of 
Conduct with anyone outside of the company, and WE WILL rescind that provision of the Code 
of Conduct on that subject.  
  
WE WILL NOT enforce our lawful rules in a discriminatory manner to prohibit or restrict 
employees from engaging in protected conduct with other employees concerning their wages, 
hours, and working conditions.  
  
YOU HAVE THE RIGHT to freely bring workplace diversity issues, inclusion issues, and 
complaints or requests to clarify permissible workplace behavior to us on behalf of yourself and 
other employees and WE WILL NOT do anything to interfere with your exercise of that right.  
  
WE WILL NOT threaten employees with unspecified reprisals, including telling employees that 
they are doing damage to their careers because they presented workplace diversity issues to us 
and requested clarifications of permissible workplace behavior.  
  
WE WILL NOT threaten to discipline you, discipline you, terminate you, or otherwise retaliate 
against you because you, on behalf of yourself and other employees, exercise your right to bring 





From: Latham, J. Al
To: Kaufman, Jennifer D.
Cc: Latham, J. Al
Subject: RE: proposed settlement agreements in Google charges 32-CA-164766, 32-CA-176462, and 32-CA-201160
Date: Monday, February 12, 2018 12:39:03 PM
Attachments: image001.png

No problem.  Thanks.
 
I’ll be back to you as soon as I can.
 
Al
 
 

____________________________________________________________________________
Al Latham | Partner, Employment Law Department 
Paul Hastings LLP | 515 South Flower Street, Twenty-Fifth Floor, Los Angeles, CA
90071 | Direct: +1.213.683.6319 | Main: +1.213.683.6000 | Fax:
+1.213.996.3319 |
allatham@paulhastings.com | www.paulhastings.com

 
 
 
 

From: Kaufman, Jennifer D. [mailto:Jennifer.Kaufman@nlrb.gov] 
Sent: Monday, February 12, 2018 9:33 AM
To: Latham, J. Al
Subject: [EXT] RE: proposed settlement agreements in Google charges 32-CA-164766, 32-CA-176462, and 32-CA-
201160
 
Al,
 
I apologize for not getting back to you sooner.  I had to leave for an appointment as soon as we got off the phone
on Friday.  My direct dial is (510) 671-3026.  I look forward to speaking with you again.
 
Regards,
Jennifer
 

From: Latham, J. Al [mailto:allatham@paulhastings.com] 
Sent: Friday, February 09, 2018 2:53 PM
To: Kaufman, Jennifer D. <Jennifer.Kaufman@nlrb.gov>
Cc: Latham, J. Al <allatham@paulhastings.com>
Subject: RE: proposed settlement agreements in Google charges 32-CA-164766, 32-CA-176462, and 32-CA-
201160
 
Jennifer,
 
I forgot to ask for your direct line phone #.  If you would email that, I’d know where to find it.
 
Thanks, and have a good weekend.
 
Al
 
 







From: Latham, J. Al
To: Kaufman, Jennifer D.
Cc: Latham, J. Al
Subject: Google /  32-CA-176462; Google/  32-CA-164766 and 32-CA-201160
Date: Friday, February 16, 2018 1:24:06 PM
Attachments: 20180216093812770.pdf

Jennifer,

Thank you for your hard work toward achieving a settlement --- especially in deleting the default language, which
would have been a non-starter.

Google is willing to enter into the informal settlement agreement you proposed for the  charge, subject to the
following:

1.  Add a standard non-admissions clause.

2.  Delete the commitment to provide a password to the intranet site.   (Google will, however, post the notice on G+
as proposed, and include that fact in its certification of posting. )

3.  Delete the emailing of the notice.

4.  Modify the language of the notice as shown on the attachment to this email.   (I think our suggested language is
clearer, and it covers all the topics in the Region's proposal.)

Concerning , as I have mentioned, Google is not in a position to agree to the three paragraphs touching on
diversity issues, nor to settle  discipline.  But there is considerable overlap between the proposed notice in

 and the  notice.  If we settle , we would want it clearly understood that the parallel issues in
 have been fully remedied and would not be part of the  complaint. 

Please let me know if we have a deal --- and thanks again.

Al

____________________________________________________________________________

Al Latham | Partner, Employment Law Department
Paul Hastings LLP | 515 South Flower Street, Twenty-Fifth Floor, Los Angeles, CA
90071 | Direct: +1.213.683.6319 | Main: +1.213.683.6000 | Fax: +1.213.996.3319 |
allatham@paulhastings.com | www.paulhastings.com

******************************************************************************************
This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you received
this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any attachments.

For additional information, please visit our website at www.paulhastings.com
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From: Harmeet K. Dhillon (DhillonLaw)
To: Kaufman, Jennifer D.
Subject: Re: status of Google charges
Date: Monday, February 26, 2018 8:19:22 PM

Thanks.

Harmeet

Harmeet K. Dhillon, Esq.
Dhillon Law Group Inc.
177 Post St., Suite 700
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.433.1700 (o)
415.830.7400 (m)

On Feb 26, 2018, at 5:07 PM, Kaufman, Jennifer D. <Jennifer.Kaufman@nlrb.gov> wrote:

No, I cannot give you Google’s request for reconsideration, just as I would not give your
position letter to Google.  And I’m not sure what you mean by other papers – I sent
Google a proposed settlement agreement, just as I did with you, and notified them that
absent settlement we would reissue the Complaint (with some revisions to conform to
new caselaw), but there was no formal public document created in that exchange.  I
cannot send you my email correspondence with Google’s counsel.
 

From: Harmeet K. Dhillon (DhillonLaw) [mailto:harmeet@dhillonlaw.com] 
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2018 5:02 PM
To: Kaufman, Jennifer D. <Jennifer.Kaufman@nlrb.gov>
Cc: Gregory Michael (DhillonLaw) <GMichael@dhillonlaw.com>; Rav Grewal
(DhillonLaw) <RGrewal@dhillonlaw.com>
Subject: Re: status of Google charges
 
Is it possible to see Google’s request for reconsideration? Any of the other papers in
this case? The notification to Google about the revised charges/settlement
proposal/etc?
 
Thank you — 

Harmeet K. Dhillon, Esq.
Dhillon Law Group Inc.
177 Post St., Suite 700
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.433.1700 (o)
415.830.7400 (m)

On Feb 26, 2018, at 4:38 PM, Kaufman, Jennifer D. <Jennifer.Kaufman@nlrb.gov>



wrote:

Thank you.  If I find out that the meeting will not be taking place until next
week,  I will let you know.
 

From: Harmeet K. Dhillon (DhillonLaw) [mailto:harmeet@dhillonlaw.com] 
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2018 4:37 PM
To: Kaufman, Jennifer D. <Jennifer.Kaufman@nlrb.gov>
Cc: Gregory Michael (DhillonLaw) <GMichael@dhillonlaw.com>; Rav
Grewal (DhillonLaw) <RGrewal@dhillonlaw.com>
Subject: Re: status of Google charges
 
We will try. 
 
Thank you —
 
Harmeet 

Harmeet K. Dhillon, Esq.
Dhillon Law Group Inc.
177 Post St., Suite 700
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.433.1700 (o)
415.830.7400 (m)

On Feb 26, 2018, at 4:36 PM, Kaufman, Jennifer D.
<Jennifer.Kaufman@nlrb.gov> wrote:

Would it be possible to submit it by the end of the day on
Thursday?  I apologize for the short notice, but the Regional
Director has indicated that she may not want to wait until
next week to discuss this.
 

From: Harmeet K. Dhillon (DhillonLaw)
[mailto:harmeet@dhillonlaw.com] 
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2018 4:33 PM
To: Kaufman, Jennifer D. <Jennifer.Kaufman@nlrb.gov>
Cc: Gregory Michael (DhillonLaw)
<GMichael@dhillonlaw.com>; Rav Grewal (DhillonLaw)
<RGrewal@dhillonlaw.com>
Subject: Re: status of Google charges
 
Ok, thank you for this. When would our position letter be
due? 
 



Regards,
Harmeet 
Harmeet K. Dhillon, Esq.
Dhillon Law Group Inc.
177 Post St., Suite 700
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.433.1700 (o)
415.830.7400 (m)

On Feb 26, 2018, at 4:28 PM, Kaufman, Jennifer D.
<Jennifer.Kaufman@nlrb.gov> wrote:

Mr. Michael and Ms. Dhillon,
 
This is to update you on the  current status of
the Google charges.  While Google has
indicated that it is willing to settle allegations
concerning the maintenance of various rules
and policies that were found to violate the Act,
Google is not willing to enter a settlement
regarding  discipline. 
 Furthermore, on Friday, Google submitted a
request for reconsideration of the Regional
Director’s decision to reissue the Complaint
allegations regarding  discipline. 
The request for reconsideration was prompted
by the Agency’s public release of the Advice
Memorandum concerning 
termination.  Google contends that under the
rationale set forth in the Advice Memorandum,
the Regional Director should also reverse her
determination regarding  written
warning.  I expect to meet with the Regional
Director to discuss the request for
reconsideration by next week at the latest, and
possibly later this week.  I wanted to make you
aware of this in case you would like to submit a
written position letter in advance of that
meeting.
 
Sincerely,
Jennifer Kaufman
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From: Hajduk, Alexander M.
To: "Latham, J. Al"
Subject: RE: Follow up from our call last week re: Google and 
Date: Thursday, March 8, 2018 12:36:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Hello Al,
 
Thanks for keeping me posted.  If there’s anything you get, please send it over to me before tomorrow morning.
 
Thanks again,
 
Alex Hajduk
NLRB
 

From: Latham, J. Al [mailto:allatham@paulhastings.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 2:33 PM
To: Hajduk, Alexander M. <Alexander.Hajduk@nlrb.gov>
Cc: Latham, J. Al <allatham@paulhastings.com>
Subject: RE: Follow up from our call last week re: Google and 
 
Alex,
 
I haven’t forgotten about you.  We’re looking into it, and I’ll be back in touch as soon as I have answers for you.
 
Thanks.
 
Al
 
 

____________________________________________________________________________
Al Latham | Partner, Employment Law Department 
Paul Hastings LLP | 515 South Flower Street, Twenty-Fifth Floor, Los Angeles, CA
90071 | Direct: +1.213.683.6319 | Main: +1.213.683.6000 | Fax:
+1.213.996.3319 |
allatham@paulhastings.com | www.paulhastings.com

 
 
 

From: Hajduk, Alexander M. [mailto:Alexander.Hajduk@nlrb.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 6, 2018 11:59 AM
To: Latham, J. Al
Subject: [EXT] Follow up from our call last week re: Google and 
 

--- External Email: Do not open attachments or click links from unknown senders ---

 

Hello again Mr. Latham,
 
I’m following up on our conversation from last week.  Has the Employer been able to find any additional evidence
along the lines we discussed?
 

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)



Thanks,
 
Alexander M. Hajduk
Field Examiner
National Labor Relations Board – Region 32 (Oakland)
Office: (510) 671-3024
Cell: (202) 431-8814
Fax: (510) 637-3315
 

******************************************************************************************
This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you received
this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any attachments.

For additional information, please visit our website at
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- those who are subject to microaggression are thereby helped not to take it to heart.
 

 
 I think there's two big problems with the way that you're thinking about this issue:

 
First, to some non-trivial degree we already have a system that's all about helping people to "cope" with microagressions.  Given how commonplace they seem to
be, we've built a system in which people who are able to deal with them are the ones that are able to make it in the current culture, and there's no shortage of
people who will give the advice to these folks to toughen up or learn to better endure the slights, as you'll witness in just about any narrative about working in
technology from any member of a group that's not part of the mainstream culture.  And you're right that some people can do this, and when we look around we can
see examples of people who can survive and even thrive despite these microaggressions, but that's basically just a massive case of survivorship bias.  The people
who either can't or don't manage to just shake this stuff off leave and figure out how to get jobs that don't come with this burden.  So the question is:  do we think
that the ability to shake off stupid, insensitive and inappropriate comments is a skill that correlates in any meaningful way to the ability to build good products or
come up with amazing designs or write beautiful code?  If not, we're surely losing all sorts of talented people by virtue of relying on them to deal with it better as
opposed to eliminating the problem in the first place.
 
Second, I think if you look at the proportion of the problem here, it is MUCH MORE that many people face a toxic culture that not only doesn't support them but
creates a workplace in which they are not comfortable and that they have to expend effort in order to overcome.  Even strong people who CAN make things work in
the end, like , struggle to do so.  If it were the case that men and women had roughly equivalent experiences and it was only a handful of overly sensitive
people that felt like there were any problems, I'd agree with you that it might make sense to help coach that small population.  But I think if you either talk to some
of your co-workers or look at the overwhelming body of data on this point, you'll see that men and women currently have vastly different experiences in our industry,
and before we ask women to toughen up

...

8/3/15

"
Being able to handle criticism, to hold your ground in a disagreement, and to not take animated professional discussions personally are definitely valuable skills at
Google and elsewhere." 

Criticism is mutually exclusive with what "slights"/microaggressions are. I submit that you should actually spend some time at https://micro.googleplex.com/ranked,
because I would be curious to know what of that constitutes criticism (it doesn't even have to be constructive, just legitimate).

- show quoted text -
- show quoted text -
 
- show quoted text -
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Second, I think if you look at the proportion of the problem here, it is MUCH MORE that many people face a toxic culture that not only doesn't support them but
creates a workplace in which they are not comfortable and that they have to expend effort in order to overcome.  Even strong people who CAN make things work
in the end, like , struggle to do so.  If it were the case that men and women had roughly equivalent experiences and it was only a handful of overly
sensitive people that felt like there were any problems, I'd agree with you that it might make sense to help coach that small population.  But I think if you either
talk to some of your co-workers or look at the overwhelming body of data on this point, you'll see that men and women currently have vastly different experiences
in our industry, and before we ask women to toughen up we should try to get a lot closer to the point where they've only got to be as tough as men instead of
much, much more capable of dealing with the slights and other inappropriate behavior that they already have to cope with today.
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8/3/15

Hey, 

Very quickly-- I'm still pushing towards a tight deadline this week before I head out on vacation. Things are busy.

I want to be thoughtful here, and thoughtfulness takes concentration and time I just don't have at the moment.

Over vacation, I will think this through and share a doc that hopefully provides insight.

But two things before I sign off from this thread for a bit:

First, a couple of parents reached out. Here's the link to our group: https://groups.google.com/a/google.com/forum/#!forum/work-life-balance-yay. I promise to be way
more active once I get past this deadline. I'll definitely reach out to those parents in a personal way (once I can catch my breath).

Second, I believe Google has been transformational in it's culture-- so many companies model after it-- but in order to continue to be transformational, we need to
constantly evolve, grow, and push towards that next level.
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You received this message because you are subscribed to the Google 
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certainly feel like I'm being targeted and made to feel uncomfortable, and I don't think it's fair for anyone to have to feel that way.  But what I think a lot of these ice
warriors overlook is the fact that the vast majority of people really have no problem with ice, and in fact most people appreciate the extra cooling (workouts are hot!). 
But they go ahead and get everyone worked up, and that ruins it for everyone else.

I'm glad to have joined a gym that respects our freedom to cool each other off, and I would hate to see that freedom curtailed just because of a few people with
sensitive skin (in the temperature sense, I mean).  So I think it's a great compromise to have a special area in the gym that's reserved for people who get upset about
perfectly natural phenomena (I mean really, how can anybody who has lived through winter honestly object to ice?).  That way the sensitive folks can protect
themselves, while the rest of us normal people can still have full and enriching lives.

</sarcasm>

 your "mental exercises" are hurting people's feelings and contributing to a hostile environment.  You've been told this repeatedly.  It's time to just stop.
- show quoted text -
...

8/5/15

For the slow people like me, what's 'carrying ice into the gym' (not necessarily using it, I think I get that part) in the analogy?
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So my question is...what can we do to fix that?  How can we make the set of our fellow Googlers who are women feel engaged, welcome and wanted? 
And not just in these forums, but on memegen, on the TGIF dories, and in meetings?  How can we make a space for their voices? 
 

...

8/5/15

 your "mental exercises" are hurting people's feelings and contributing to a hostile environment.  You've been told this repeatedly.  It's time to just stop.

Really? I thought I was careful enough to avoid that. But thanks for letting me know, I sincerely apologize and will try to be even more careful.
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On Wed, Aug 5, 2015 at 5:22 PM, @google.com> wrote:
So instead of trying to navigate that, let's keep refocusing on the broader problem mentioned by OP: what can we do and what would be effective in increasing
women's retention rates in tech?

Is there a problem with the retention rate for women at Google? If Laszlo's statement on this is correct, then we could just improve the retention rate for women in
tech outside of Google by poaching employees from all the other companies with bad retention rates. We would just need to advertise our statistics on retention
rather than letting people jump to conclusions based on high-profile news stories about Google's attrition. 

8/5/15

Thanks a lot, , this was a very illuminating insight. 

I don't know if it's relevant to the discussion, but two of the best engineers I've interacted with at Google are both women, and I've never seen them -- or any other
women engineers here, for that matter, including junior new hires -- being treated other than highly respected equals. I grew up in an environment where respect for
women and the idea that they can excel in whatever endeavors they choose to pursue, were practically self-obvious givens. That might explain why it's so hard for me
to grasp why gender equality *still* has to be fought for in this age.  
- show quoted text -

8/5/15

On Wed, Aug 5, 2015 at 9:18 PM, @google.com> wrote: 
That might explain why it's so hard for me to grasp why gender equality *still* has to be fought for in this age.

 But it does. You accept that, right, despite it being hard to grasp?

8/5/15

 But it does. You accept that, right, despite it being hard to grasp?

Yes, of course -- evidence is quite overwhelming.

8/6/15
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The initial tone of this thread really made me rethink whether or not I want to continue to work at Google, and offended me deeply. I'm glad to see the tone has
changed, but it does depress me that it changed after a male spoke up. 

On Wednesday, August 5, 2015 at 11:29:24 PM UTC-7,  wrote:
 But it does. You accept that, right, despite it being hard to grasp?

 
Yes, of course -- evidence is quite overwhelming.

8/6/15

Thank you, , for sharing those examples and thought – I think they show nothing at all "horrible' about you at all, on the contrary! You are clearly someone who
has looked not just at others but also introspectively at yourself, and both doing that and sharing that with a large group of people (not all of whom appear extremely
sympathetic to the views you share) is difficult and brave (braver than I am, for example).

[ My apologies in advance for something that is a bit rambling, not particularly supported by any actual knowledge, but which still makes sense to me and matches my
own experience. I will probably be using technically incorrect terminology, but I hope to keep things understandable and reasonable. And I know that lots of people fall
outside the traditional male/female, gender divide and that for you, things are even more complicated – but considering I am already rambling a bit I need to try to
keep myself somewhat focused on just one thing, for now. ]  

I think something that complicates matters is that most people do identify with one or another gender, and as a consequence tend to identify on a purely personal
level with other members of that group (but also see them as in-group competition), and might see the other group as just that, "other"; men might compare their
clothing more with other men's, women with other women's; men seek confirmation from other men, women from other women, because while we're all engineers,
gender affiliation is another "peer group" that we subconsciously seek validation from – and within which we may feel territorial: both being part of the group and
defending your position in it. Whilst also, just as subconsciously, "defending" your group against the other (thus showing to your group that you are a part of it,
strengthening your position in it as well).

All of that is perfectly understandable – but also underlies things that prevent men and women from treating each other as "just engineers" in an engineering setting,
for instance.

Now combine that with other biases and existing gender imbalances, and you easily end up with behaviour that seems perfectly natural and reasonable but which has
the kinds of effects we see, including things like women ending up being shut out of mostly-male discussions. That doesn't make it any more "right" just because it's
based on things that seem reasonable; on the contrary, that just makes it harder but even more important to do something about – including trying to surface our
unconscious biases so that we can start to deal with them.

And these underlying little differences are oh-so-difficult to combat by "just" teaching people that they're all equally good at whatever job we choose, if that learning
happens at a different level of consciousness: I can sit here and know, intellectually, that someone is my equal, but if I am not also aware of and can take into account
the smaller, lower-level biases that I carry with me, I will still keep making choices that perpetuate the stereotypes I grew up with or learned in some other
unconscious fashion.

(Yes, I very much try to catch my own low-level reactions and deal with them when I see that they don't match what know much better intellectually. I keep being
surprised at how ... prejudiced some of my low-level reactions can be. But i'm working on it, so I have that going for me which is nice</meme>. But the skilled
observer will of course have noted that I am not being as brave as  and actually spelling out any of those, I'm just alluding to them in a very vague fashion.)
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What Google needs to put into place is a straightforward system in which whoever holds a people's ops position is made aware of any unintended biased attitude
(see  anecdotes above) in a more open and less accusatory way, via more trainings, role-plays or just simple feedbacks.

I admit it's not easy and I believe it's because of the formalities built around the whole "say something if you notice an issue" system where people would avoid to
report something small but still important because of the official consequences it brings. So rather than building a system that frightens people, why don't we simply
create a specific section in the Googlegeist and make managers aware of the fact that unconscious biased behaviors can happen, but they can be fought by
becoming more self-aware day after day. It has to be a recurring exercise. 

We cannot let the bias grow, because today it can be small - a manager looking at male employees when talking about a tech issue - and next day it'll be the same
manager inadvertently preferring a male profile over a female candidate.
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8/10/15

Well, my apologies for adding another email to this multicentithread, hopefully someone will find it interesting.

Should we be doing more? 

Yes! We should, as an organization, as a coll ective majority inside the organization (men) and and as individual googles.

As an organization , there is a lot we could be doing to make Google a more welcoming places for minorities. And for minorities I don't mean just gender , "race", etc.
but anyone who doesn't fit that well with the prevailing culture of the working environment. this could mean having more diverse teams (which can be hard due to
pipeline, etc.), but also having more diverse workspaces. While there is a gain in productivity from having more homogeneous (in terms of teams and areas)
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8/13/15

On Thu, Aug 13, 2015 at 4:33 AM, @google.com> wrote: 
 said: "That is a topic for a separate thread. "

 
As OP, I do not agree that "that is a topic for a separate thread".  That is exactly the question I asked.
 
What can we do to fix this?

Fix what?

I interpreted  response "that is a topic for a separate thread" as directed at the "how to fix the communication problems?" not how to fix the original observation
you (OP) raised.

While I understand the temptation to imply that the communication problem (observed here and in other threads on industryinfo and at the internets at large) is very
much co/related with the original problem, I do prefer we separate them.

Let's be honest, there are plenty of Googlers (myself included) that like to argue and troll on these lists. Fundamentally I believe "we argumentative people" share
something in common, something that pains me to say, because I'm not happy to be associated with many of these people. It's pretty clear that this group is incredibly
male dominated, and I don't care some people will find this comment sexist, because people who are argumentative should at least have the dignity to be very thick
skinned.

Moreover I don't actually think that many/most people can really understand the need to argue, so they tend to think in terms of why would *I* behave in a particular
way, therefore the people who are doing it must be Foo or Bar.

Going back to the original topic, I have my grievances with some of data presented here and elsewhere, some of it isn't pedantic criticism BUT I overwhelmingly
agree with the highest order bit is what  said upthread:

There IS a problem and we all collectively need to do better. 

It's really that simple and for me the evidence is far clearer than global warming. Being in , spending decades in this industry, talking to people all day
and actually paying attention to how other feel makes you realize we have a problem.
  
Let the trolls continue arguing because what  said is true, I don't want to dictate a communication style.
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I also agree with , and I'm glad  responded since I was kind of dumbstuck by  contribution (by "dumbstruck" I mean I was unable to figure out how to
respond via words, not that I was shocked).

 I would suggest you ask yourself "why do I think my opinion is correct?  is there evidence that could convince me I'm wrong?"  If you're willing to take on the
challenge of subjecting your opinions to falsifiability, then I would be willing to help collect studies that I think could provide such evidence.
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On Wed, Aug 5, 2015 at 11:22 PM, @google.com> wrote:  
[...]  
> (2) I ask my male coworkers (who are more vocal in general) for help more.  
> Just today, I wanted a consult on C++11 move semantics.  All my male  
> coworkers (who I've heard talk about C++11 before) were out of sight.   I  
> thought, "I guess I'll wait until they get back."  Then, "WTF, why?"  Just  
> because the women are more quiet I don't consider their expertise?  Helping  
> someone gives me a lot of confidence.   How many times have I done this  
> before today?  Would I have even thought about asking these women if the  
> more vocal men had been there?  
[...]  
>  
> I also worry about less experienced women.   I see how smart and capable our  
> new grads who are women are, but do they know it?   I hope so.  

If women quit the tech industry at a higher rate than men, doesn't  
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Awesome.
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- show quoted text -
- show quoted text -
--  

...

8/21/15

I tried to convey something super simple, which is to say that what you refer to as a trolling is subjective to others and trying to solve it top down will amount to
censorship.

I am proud of the very open culture we created here but at the same time I find the discussions on internal mailing lists and questions in large gathering deeply
disturbing.

When I can I (and others) publicly shame a behavior or an opinion I find disturbing. My opinion on the OP's post was very clear, no?

What has emerged from this thread (go/derail) is the right way to deal with this in a scalable way IMO.

Are you expecting something else from me,  or the rest of the management team?

- show quoted text -
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who are definitely sympathetic to make them aware of the effect of  
other people's conversational techniques.  

Personally I think it is or should be clear that while there are a  
number of people who are opposed to the sociopolitical philosophy you  
mention, there is a larger number of people who are sympathetic but  
not committed.  The go/derail essay is for the latter group of people,  
to help them understand ways in which they can learn more without  
unintentionally deflecting a discussion.  

  

8/22/15

- show quoted text -
Even if it is not a position statem
...

8/22/15

I think what Googlers want is simply a workplace where we all can work, in comfort and without having to fear being marginalized because of their gender, sexuality,
skin or hair or other colour, height, weight, ethnic or national background, etc; not just in theory but also in practice.

A document that points out that certain things in a conversation, intentionally or unintentionally, can make such a conversation very frustrating for some participants in
particular circumstances, how and why, as well as ways to both detect, avoid, and rectify those things, seems to be a good thing to help improve the quality of
communication for everyone involved.

Both within Google and outside it.

Best wishes, 

// 

- show quoted text -
...
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The heart of the debate is _not_ that simple statement (it's an over-simplification -- really, who would favor sexists??); rather, it is the question
of who gets to decide whether someone is sexist.

- show quoted text -
- show quoted text -
To preempt the aside on censorship: I absolutely agree we should take steps to prevent strong forms. As a result I have worked on Freenet and support TOR, and
am extremely proud of the work Google has done to make the internet more free. But part of making that more-ideal world possible is to remove the fear that is the
motivation behind all censorship.  recently gave an awesome speech on this https://medium.com/backchannel/the-end-of-the-internet-dream-
ba060b17da61  

...

9/15/15

If a candidate fails an interview, nobody has to decide whether it's because he (or she, for that matter) is sexist, or even think in these terms. It's enough that an
interview has been failed. The idea is that some candidates could fail an interview with a woman, where they would ace the same interview with a man, just because
of whatever culture fit problems they may have.

- show quoted text -
- show quoted text -
 
- show quoted text -

- show quoted text -
For internal systems I hope respect for one another, self-restraint, and a shared goal is enough. For Google products I think we will need to engineer intelligent
solutions. When people go from seeing forms as a 'cesspool' to an incredibly useful way to connect with others, they transforms from being

...

9/15/15

You wouldn't need to annotate the data set as biased/unbiased.  All you would need to do is do the following: 

1) Collect a data set of peer reviews, promo packets, promo committee feedback and results 
2) Scrub all gender references of any sort from them (e.g. replace all pronouns with "skler") 
3) Use the true gender of the promo candidate as the label 
4) If it is possible to train a model which does better than chance at predicting gender then there's bias
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INTRODUCTION 

Associate General Counsel Jayme Sophir’s internal Advice Memorandum, dated January 

16, 2018, pertains to the separate, and now withdrawn, charge filed by third-party  

against Employer Google, Inc. (“Google”), not the facts and circumstances of Charging Party 

 complaint. As such, Ms. Sophir’s analysis holds no precedential or 

authoritative value with respect to the case at hand, and it does not serve as a basis for the 

Regional Director to grant Google’s request for reconsideration.  

Ms. Sophir’s analysis also does not support dismissal of  allegations. Unlike 

the writings at issue in the Advice Memorandum, which Ms. Sophir opined are so “harmful, 

discriminatory, and disruptive as to be unprotected,”  statements are indisputably 

benign. Moreover, even if a portion of  statements could be construed as so harassing, 

discriminatory, or insubordinate as to be unprotected by the National Labor Relations Act, 

Google’s Final Written Warning to  generally refers to  protected statements 

when stating its justifications for disciplining  – the letter does not claim to discipline 

 as a result of only a subset of those statements, as was the claimed circumstance set 

forth in Ms. Sophir’s advisory memorandum, and in the decisions relied upon therein. 

Accordingly, Google’s request for reconsideration should be rejected, and  charging 

allegations should proceed without revision to a merits hearing.    

BACKGROUND 

 filed the initial Charge in this action against Google on November 23, 2015, 

and later amended the Charge on March 1, 2016, asserting that Google violated the National 

Labor Relations Act (“Act”) by, inter alia, issuing a “Final Written Warning” and threating to 

terminate  for engaging in protected activities. As pertinent here, Google reprimanded 
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and threatened to terminate  after  posted the following comments on Google  

 public “G+” social media page, all of which relate to  

concerted efforts, protected by the Act: 

 “Many Googlers have claimed that it is “harassment” or some other rule violation to 
critique articles that push the Social Justice political agenda. A few Googlers have 
openly called for others to be fired over it. Do you support this viewpoint, and if so, can 
we add a clear statement of banned opinions to the employee handbook so that 
everybody knows what the ground rules are?” 
 

  consider it a non-goal 
 
That doesn’t answer the question: is it an actual policy violation, or merely an unpopular 
opinion? Many of us nerds are sticklers for the rules, but more than willing to express 
our opinions regardless of what others think. Some clarity from the management would 
go a long way toward helping people understand expectations. 
 
‘offer non-work opinions that make coworkers uncomfortable here at work’ 
 
That’s a valid concern, but a large percentage of non-work opinions will make 
somebody uncomfortable. For instance, many Googlers strongly disagree with Social 
Justice theory, and even more Googlers are concerned about the “internet mob” shaming 
and intimidation tactics employed in support of this agenda. Perhaps we should ban all 
internal discussions on Social Justice because a minority of Googlers finds it 
repugnant?” 
 

 “Are you insinuating that it is a ‘jerk move’ to share your opinion about a political blog 
post if 98% of Googlers disagree with you, but it’s OK to share your opinion about a 
political blog post if 98% of Googlers agree with you”? 
 

 If so, how do you reconcile this view with  request to ‘help make Google a 
supportive place for minorities of any kind?’” 
 

  Can you point to the industryinfo post in which somebody expressed an 
opinion in a way that ignored what others think?” 
 

 “3) If the tone of my questions bothered you, it’s a good opportunity to reread the 
harassment policy[1] and reflect on how political minorities (a class protected under 
California law, BTW) might feel about the work environment at Google. Empathy is a 
two-way street and many of us are absolutely fed up with being treated as second-class 
citizens and punching bags. My posts were nothing more than a call for civility and 
tolerance; the vicious replies, including one individual’s ongoing and unprovoked 
campaign of character assassination, are a picture-perfect illustration of the cultural 
problem we need to fix. 
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4)  was not willing to assume the conversation via email, but y’all can ping me 
anytime you want to talk privately. Or join http://g/freespeech to talk about the more 
general subject of speech at Google (please read the FAQ). 
 
[1] https://support.google.com/mygoogle/answer/3246920?hl=en&ref_topic=3285651” 

 
For reference, a copy of Google’s “Final Written Warning” is attached here as Exhibit A.  

On August 30, 2017, third-party  initiated a separate action (Case No. 32-

CA-205351), also against Google. According to publicly viewable information on the Board’s 

docket activity portal,  withdrew  Charge on or around January 23, 2018. On or 

around February 16, 2018, an internal “Advice Memorandum” addressed to Regional Director 

Valerie Hardy-Maloney from Associate General Counsel, Division of Advice, Jayme L. Sophir 

was made public. A redacted copy of the Advice Memorandum is attached here as Exhibit B. 

In her Advice Memorandum, Ms. Sophir argues that  written statements, 

which, as recounted by Ms. Sophir, included references to “women’s heightened neuroticism and 

men’s prevalence at the top of the IQ distribution,” were, according to Ms. Sophir, “so harmful, 

discriminatory, and disruptive as to be unprotected.” Ex. B, p. 5. Ms. Sophir also states that 

written “talking points” proffered by Google, were allegedly read to inform  of the 

reasons for  discharge. Within those talking points, Google argues that it carefully 

distinguished between  protected statements and those statements that Ms. Sophir 

deems unprotected: “Your post advanced and relied on offensive gender stereotypes to suggest 

that women cannot be successful in the same kinds of jobs at [the Employer] as men. . . I want to 

make clear that our decision is based solely on the part of your post that generalizes and 

advances stereotypes about women versus men. . . [h]aving a different political view is 

absolutely fine. Advancing gender stereotypes is not” Ex. B, p. 3. 

(b) (6), (b) 

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C) (b) (6), (  

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (  

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)



4 
 

From this, and without the benefit of an evidentiary hearing to provide full context, Ms. 

Sophir concludes that  “memorandum included both protected and unprotected 

statements, and the Employer discharged the Charging Party solely for  unprotected 

statements. Therefore, the Employer did not violate Section 8(a)(1) of the Act.” Ex. B, p. 1. 

Google now argues that Ms. Sophir’s analysis applies with equal force to  Charge, 

and requests that the Regional Director reconsider the decision to reissue  allegations 

regarding disciplinary action taken against . For the reasons set forth below, Google’s 

argument fails to persuade.  

ARGUMENT 

A. The Advice Memorandum Holds No Authoritative Value. 

As an initial matter, Ms. Sophir’s Advice Memorandum concerning a now withdrawn 

charge by a third-party carries no precedential or authoritative weight. U.S. Postal Serv., 345 

NLRB 1203, 1214 fn.17 (2005) (Advice Memoranda from the NLRB General Counsel’s 

Division of Advice are “intended to serve as internal instruction for use by the Office of the 

General Counsel, and have no precedential value or authoritative weight”). While Congress has 

delegated to the National Labor Relations Board (“Board”) the authority to make rules to fill in 

the gaps in the National Labor Relations Act (“Act”), this authority can only be exercised either 

through formal rulemaking proceedings or through adjudication. See Auciello Iron Works, Inc. v. 

NLRB, 517 U.S. 781 (1996). Ms. Sophir’s advisory opinion concerning  withdrawn 

charge constitutes neither. Accordingly, Ms. Sophir’s analysis and recommendation that the 

Region dismiss  charge carries no authoritative weight, and there exists no basis 

for the Regional Director to grant Google’s request for reconsideration.  
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B.  Statements Are Protected by the Act. 

In her memorandum, Ms. Sophir’s argues that portions of  written 

statements are unprotected because  comments “regarding biological differences between the 

sexes were so harmful, discriminatory, and disruptive as to be unprotected.” Ex. B, p. 5. For 

example,  comments (as described by Ms. Sophir) relating to “women’s 

heightened neuroticism and men’s prevalence at the top of the IQ distribution” were 

“discriminatory and constituted sexual harassment. . . .” Ex. B, p. 5.   

In support of her argument, Ms. Sophir relied upon three cases, each of which is patently 

distinguishable from the case at hand. In Avondale Industries, the Board held that an employer 

lawfully discharged an employee for insubordination where she made an unfounded assertion 

that her foreman was a member of the Ku Klux Klan. 333 NLRB 622, 637-38 (2001). In 

Advertiser Mfg. Co., the employer justifiably disciplined a shop steward for making debasing and 

sexually abusive remarks to a female employee who had crossed a picket line months earlier. 275 

NLRB 100, 133 (1985). And, in Honda of America Mfg., the employer lawfully disciplined an 

employee for distributing a newsletter that directed another employee to “come out of the closet” 

and used the phrase “bone us” to critique the employer’s bonus program. 334 NLRB 746, 747 

(2001). Thus, in each of these cases the charging party made unprotected statements that were 

objectively harassing, discriminatory, and/or defamatory, where not outright abusive.  

Here,  made no statement that even remotely could be considered harassing, 

discriminatory, abusive, or insubordinate so as to lose the protections of the Act. Indeed, 

Google’s disciplinary letter takes issue with  comments because they were 

“disrespectful, disruptive, disorderly, and insubordinate,” not because the statements could be 

perceived to be discriminatory or harassing. Ex. A, p.1. Examination of  statements 
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reveals that none are so objectively harassing, discriminatory, or insubordinate as to lose 

protections of the Act. See, e.g., Media General Operations, Inc. v. NLRB, 394 F.3d 207, 213 

(8th Cir. 2005) (“Communications occurring during the course of otherwise protected activity 

remain likewise protected unless . . . so violent or of such serious character as to render the 

employee unfit for further service.” (internal quotations and citations omitted)); Mobil 

Exploration and Producing, U.S., Inc. v. NLRB, 200 F.3d 230, 241-43 (5th Cir. 1999) (the “right 

to engage in concerted activity permits some leeway for impulsive behavior”); Plaza Auto 

Center, Inc., 360 NLRB 972 (2014) (holding that employee’s outburst was not objectively 

menacing, physically aggressive, or belligerent so as to lose protections of the Act).  

Protected concerted activities are often disagreeable from an employer’s perspective, and 

employers frequently label such conduct as “insubordinate” in an attempt to evade compliance 

with the Act. Such efforts, however, do not narrow the Act’s protections. Here,  

protected statements do not rise to the level of insubordination, and are far more circumspect 

than the threats and curses the Board has already deemed protectable. See, e.g., Fairfax Hosp., 

310 NLRB 299, 300 (1993) (employees statement that her supervisor should expect “retaliation” 

as a result of a new rule was “inherently ambiguous” and thus not so egregious as to lose the 

Act’s protection); Leasco, Inc., 289 NLRB 549, 552 (1988) (employee who told his supervisor 

that he was going to “kick [his] ass” was using “a colloquialism that standing alone does not 

convey a threat of actual physical harm”); Vought Corp., 273 NLRB 1290, 1295 (1984) (where 

an employee told his supervisor “I’ll have your ass,” the Board found that the statement was 

merely a threat to file a grievance or report to higher management); Caterpillar, Inc., 322 

N.L.R.B. 674, 678-79 (1996) (citing Blue Jeans Corp., 170 N.L.R.B. 1425 (1968) (employee’s 

emotional outburst that she “would kill the S.O.B.” who informed the company of her union 

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)



7 
 

activities and her threatening the plant manager with scissors deemed protectable in light of 

employer’s discrimination)). Indeed, it is difficult to surmise which, if any, of  

statements Google could possibly deem to be so insubordinate as to be unprotected by the Act. 

See Ex. A.  

 made no accusations against anyone, let alone unfounded, racially-charged 

accusations against , as occurred in Avondale Industries.  never mad debasing or 

sexually abusive remarks, as was the case in Advertiser Mfg. Co.  used no foul language to 

express  ideas and  never sought embarrass or ridicule other employees, as occurred in 

Honda of America Mfg. And,  never debased or harassed persons due to their sex, gender, 

physical characteristics, activities, or beliefs, let alone to a degree so severe as to lose the 

protections of the Act. Accordingly, the Board’s decisions in those matters, like Ms. Sophir’s 

analysis of  charge, are inapposite, and  statements remain protected.  

C. Google Disciplined  as a Result of  Protected Statements. 

In her memorandum, Ms. Sophir argues that Google’s disciplinary actions against  

 are lawful because Google acted solely as a result of  allegedly 

unprotected statements. Ex. B, p.1 (“the Employer discharged the Charging Party solely for  

unprotected statements.”). Specifically, Google is alleged to have read from a script of “talking 

points” upon terminating , that sets forth Google’s motivation; namely, Google 

claims that  “post advanced and relied on offensive gender stereotypes to suggest 

that women cannot be successful in the same kinds of jobs . . . as men . . . [and] our decision is 

based solely on the part of your post that generalizes and advances stereotypes about women 

versus men.” Ex. B, p. 3. Likewise, in Avondale Industries, Advertiser Mfg. Co., and Honda of 

America Mfg., relied upon by Ms. Sophir, the employers disciplined or terminated their 
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employees solely as a result of their unprotected statements. Avondale Industries, 333 NLRB at 

637; Advertiser Mfg. Co., 275 NLRB at 133; Honda of America Mfg., 334 NLRB at 747.  

Here, however, Google’s Final Written Warning makes clear that all of  

comments (which are set forth in the letter in their entirety) are the basis for Google’s 

disciplinary actions. That is, Google claims that  remarks as a whole were 

“disrespectful” and “disruptive.” Ex. A. Such generality lacks the specificity present in the facts 

considered by Ms. Sophir, or the facts considered by the Board in the cases Ms. Sophir relied 

upon. Google explicitly decided to discipline  because of  protected statements. Ex. 

A. Accordingly,  charge with respect to Google’s disciplinary actions against  are 

not subject to dismissal, and any post-hoc justification that Google might now proffer would fly 

in the face of Google’s own written warning letter, and should be rejected.  

CONCLUSION 

Ms. Sophir’s advisory memorandum is just that – advisory. It does not carry with it the 

force of law, lacks any precedential or authoritative value, and its analysis is not persuasive in 

light of the unique facts present in  case.  did not make any statements that 

could conceivably be construed as discrimination or sexual harassment, and even if  had, 

Google’s own written warning explicitly states that  is being disciplined for all of the 

comments  made, including patently protectable statements.  respectfully requests 

that the Regional Director reject Google’s request for reconsideration, and permit  

Charge to proceed.   
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Respectfully submitted, 

Date: March 1, 2018       DHILLON LAW GROUP INC. 

       

___________________________________ 

Harmeet K. Dhillon 
Ravdeep S. Grewal 
Gregory R. Michael 
 
Attorneys for Charging Party  
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EXHIBIT B 





Case 32-CA-205351 
 - 2 - 
At the conclusion of the summit, the HR manager sought out the Charging Party and 
invited to contact with further questions or comments.  
 
 Shortly thereafter, the Charging Party drafted a memorandum outlining 
concerns about the effectiveness and necessity of the Employer’s programs, 
particularly those targeted for women working for the Employer.  initially shared 
the document with the organizers of the June summit through a feedback form they 
had provided. On July 2, posted memorandum in an internal Employer-
provided discussion group called “coffeebeans,” the purpose of which is to discuss the 
Employer’s diversity and inclusion programs. From July 2 through August 3, the 
Charging Party shared memorandum with other employees, often incorporating 
their suggestions into memorandum. On August 3, posted the memorandum to 
another Employer-provided discussion group called “skeptics,” a larger forum that 
provided document with more potential readers. Around that same time, 
numerous employees complained to HR about the Charging Party’s memorandum and 
at least two female engineering candidates for employment withdrew from 
consideration, citing the memo as their reason for doing so. Additionally, at least one 
employee contacted the Charging Party directly and threatened retaliation against 

1   
 
 In the version of the document upon which the Employer based its investigation, 
the Charging Party posited that the Employer had a left-leaning “monoculture” that 
created an “ideological echo chamber” where contrary viewpoints were shamed into 
silence. included specific critiques of many of the Employer’s inclusion and 
diversity policies and a long list of suggestions to correct for the biases identified. 

 also argued that there were immutable biological differences between men and 
women that were likely responsible for the gender gap in the tech industry at large 
and at the Employer in particular, including, inter alia:   

• Women are more prone to “neuroticism,” resulting in women experiencing higher 
anxiety and exhibiting lower tolerance for stress, which “may contribute to . . . 
the lower number of women in high stress jobs”;  

• Men demonstrate greater variance in IQ than women, such that there are more 
men at both the top and bottom of the distribution. Thus, posited, the 
Employer’s preference to hire from the “top of the curve” may result in a 
candidate pool with fewer females than those of “less-selective” tech companies. 

Throughout the memo, the Charging Party included “limiting language,” using 
disclaimers such as “studies show” and “on average” and noting that these differences 
didn’t necessarily apply to all individuals.    
 

1 email read, in relevant part: “You’re a misogynist and a terrible human. I will 
keep hounding you until one of us is fired. F[***] you.” The employee was issued a 
final warning for sending this email.  
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Case 32-CA-205351 
 - 3 - 
 On  the Employer determined that certain portions of the Charging 
Party’s memorandum violated existing policies on harassment and discrimination.2  
Later that evening, the Employer terminated the Charging Party’s employment. The 
HR manager and the director of the Charging Party’s team prepared written talking 
points in advance, which the director read to inform the Charging Party of 
discharge. The talking points stated, in pertinent part: 

Your post advanced and relied on offensive gender stereotypes to suggest that 
women cannot be successful in the same kinds of jobs at [the Employer] as men. . 
. . I want to make clear that our decision is based solely on the part of your post 
that generalizes and advances stereotypes about women versus men. It is not 
based in any way on the portions of your post that discuss [the Employer’s] 
programs or trainings, or how [the Employer] can improve its inclusion of 
differing political views. Those are important points. I also want to be clear that 
this is not about you expressing yourself on political issues or having political 
views that are different than others at the company. Having a different political 
view is absolutely fine. Advancing gender stereotypes is not.  

The Employer’s CEO subsequently sent a company-wide email that largely echoed the 
talking points used for the Charging Party’s discharge, expressing its commitment to 
the dual values of freedom of expression and equal employment opportunity. The 
email reassured employees that the Employer strongly supported their right to 
express dissenting viewpoints and critique the Employer’s programs, but would not 
tolerate arguments that advanced harmful stereotypes. Although the email did not 
refer to the Charging Party by name, it referenced memorandum.  
 

ACTION 
 

Assuming, arguendo, that the Charging Party’s conduct was concerted and for 
mutual aid and protection, we conclude that memorandum included both 
protected and unprotected statements, and that the Employer discharged  solely 
for unprotected statements. Therefore, the Employer did not violate Section 
8(a)(1) of the Act.  

 
The Board has acknowledged that it has a duty to balance an employee’s 

statutorily-protected rights against an employer’s legitimate right to enforce its 
workplace rules and managerial prerogatives.3 An employer’s good-faith efforts to 
enforce its lawful anti-discrimination or anti-harassment policies must be afforded 

2 The Employer has a legitimate, lawful policy prohibiting race and sex discrimination 
and harassment in its workplace. 
 
3 Brunswick Food and Drug, 284 NLRB 663, 664 (1987), enforced mem., 859 F.2d 927 
(11th Cir. 1988). 
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particular deference in light of the employer’s duty to comply with state and federal 
EEO laws.4 Additionally, employers have a strong interest in promoting diversity and 
encouraging employees across diverse demographic groups to thrive in their 
workplaces. In furtherance of these legitimate interests, employers must be permitted 
to “nip in the bud” the kinds of employee conduct that could lead to a “hostile 
workplace,” rather than waiting until an actionable hostile workplace has been 
created before taking action.   

 
Where an employee’s conduct significantly disrupts work processes, creates a 

hostile work environment, or constitutes racial or sexual discrimination or 
harassment, the Board has found it unprotected even if it involves concerted activities 
regarding working conditions. For example, in Avondale Industries, the Board held 
that the employer lawfully discharged a union activist for insubordination based on 
her unfounded assertion that her foreman was a Klansman; the employer was 
justifiably concerned about the disruption her remark would cause in the workplace 
among her fellow African-American employees.5 In Advertiser Mfg. Co., the employer 
lawfully disciplined a shop steward who had made debasing and sexually abusive 
remarks to a female employee who had crossed a picket line months earlier.6 And, in 
Honda of America Mfg., the employer lawfully disciplined an employee for 
distributing a newsletter in which he directed one named employee to “come out of the 
closet” and used the phrase “bone us” to critique the employer’s bonus program.7 The 
Board concluded that such language was unprotected because of its highly offensive 
nature and quoted approvingly an earlier decision:  

 
In view of the controversial nature of the language used and its admitted 
susceptibility to derisive and profane construction, [the employer] could 
legitimately ban the use of the provocative [language] as a reasonable precaution 

4 Cf. Southern S.S. Co. v. NLRB, 316 U.S. 31, 47 (1942) (noting that “the Board has 
not been commissioned to effectuate the policies of the Labor Relations Act so single-
mindedly that it may wholly ignore other and equally important Congressional 
objectives. Frequently the entire scope of Congressional purpose calls for careful 
accommodation of one statutory scheme to another, and it is not too much to demand 
of an administrative body that it undertake this accommodation without excessive 
emphasis upon its immediate task.”). 
5 333 NLRB 622, 637–38 (2001). 
6 275 NLRB 100, 133 (1985). 
7 334 NLRB 746, 747 (2001). 
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against discord and bitterness between employees and management, as well as to 
assure decorum and discipline in the plant.8  
 
The Charging Party’s use of stereotypes based on purported biological differences 

between women and men should not be treated differently than the types of conduct 
the Board found unprotected in these cases.  statements about immutable traits 
linked to sex—such as women’s heightened neuroticism and men’s prevalence at the 
top of the IQ distribution—were discriminatory and constituted sexual harassment, 
notwithstanding effort to cloak comments with “scientific” references and 
analysis, and notwithstanding  “not all women” disclaimers. Moreover, those 
statements were likely to cause serious dissension and disruption in the workplace. 
Indeed, the memorandum did cause extreme discord, which the Charging Party 
exacerbated by deliberately expanding its audience. Numerous employees complained 
to the Employer that the memorandum was discriminatory against women, deeply 
offensive, and made them feel unsafe at work. Moreover, the Charging Party 
reasonably should have known that the memorandum would likely be disseminated 
further, even beyond the workplace. Once the memorandum was shared publicly, at 
least two female engineering candidates withdrew from consideration and explicitly 
named the memo as their reason for doing so. Thus, while much of the Charging 
Party’s memorandum was likely protected, the statements regarding biological 
differences between the sexes were so harmful, discriminatory, and disruptive as to be 
unprotected.    

 
The Employer demonstrated that the Charging Party was discharged only 

because of  unprotected discriminatory statements and not for expressing  a 
dissenting view on matters affecting working conditions or offering critical feedback of 
its policies and programs, which were likely protected. The Employer carefully 
tailored the message it used in discharging the Charging Party, as well as its follow-
up message to all employees, to affirm their right to engage in protected speech while 
prohibiting discrimination or harassment. In fact, the Employer disciplined another 

8 Id. at 749 (quoting Southwestern Bell, 200 NLRB 667, 670 (1972)). See also Veterans 
Administration, 26 FLRA 114, 116 (1987) (finding racial stereotyping unprotected and 
upholding employer’s discipline of union president for calling a manager the “spook 
who sat by the door” and an “Uncle Tom” in union newsletter advocating his removal), 
aff’d sub nom. AFGE v. FLRA, 878 F.2d 460 (D.C. Cir. 1989); Detroit Medical Center, 
Case 07-CA-06682, Advice Memorandum dated Jan 10, 2012 (white employee at 
majority-black facility who, after having been demoted due to coworker complaints, 
made Facebook post about “jealous ass ghetto people that I work with” and 
complained that the union was protecting “generations of bad lazy piece of shit 
workers,” was not engaged in protected activity; while the employee’s complaints 
implicated Section 7 concerns, his use of racial stereotypes and slurs were opprobrious 
and led to a serious disruption at work and to an increase in racial tensions). 
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employee for sending the Charging Party a threatening email in response to the views 

 expressed in  memo. Because the Employer discharged the Charging Party only 
for unprotected conduct while it explicitly affirmed right to engage in protected 
conduct,  discharge did not violate the Act.  

          
Accordingly, the Region should dismiss this charge, absent withdrawal.  
 
 
 
      /s/ 

J.L.S. 
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 The Region resubmitted this case to Advice because of the Employer’s request 
for reconsideration of our conclusion that the Charging Party was engaged in 
protected concerted activity when  posted comments on the Employer’s internal 
social networking platform seeking clarification about the scope of the Employer’s 
anti-harassment policies—specifically, whether such policies prohibit employees 
from criticizing workplace diversity and inclusion initiatives—and complaining 
about bullying of politically conservative employees.  We conclude that none of the 
Charging Party’s comments were unprotected.  Although  comments were 
somewhat insensitive towards women and minorities in light of the conversation’s 
context, no employer would reasonably believe that permitting such comments could 
lead to a hostile work environment.  Since the statements were protected, the 
Employer violated Section 8(a)(1) by issuing the Charging Party a final written 
warning based exclusively on the protected posts and by threatening  for 
engaging in that conduct. 

FACTS 

 Google, Inc. (“Employer”) is engaged in the business of developing and 
providing information technology, web development, internet-related services, online 
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advertising technologies, search systems, cloud computing, and related software.  It 
has approximately 60,000 employees worldwide and is headquartered in Mountain 
View, California.  The Charging Party began working for the Employer on  

 as .1   is responsible for writing code, debugging 
operating systems, and performing related tasks. 

 The Employer hosts an intranet employee discussion forum, known as internal 
Google Plus (“G+”), that is only visible to and accessible by its employees.2  Any 
employee assigned to any Employer facility in the world can post messages on G+ 
“threads” relating to any topic, work and non-work alike.  Many employees post items 
of interest relating to their working assignments, their personal lives, and current 
events.  

 Shortly after  was hired, the Charging Party began observing and 
participating in conversations on G+.  In March, after  posted a meme, i.e., a 
photographic image with text, in a G+ discussion thread, the Employer gave  a 
verbal counseling for  post.  The thread included a discussion of  
coworker’s reported sexual harassment, and the Charging Party’s post stated, “I am 
woman, hear me roar … has a complete breakdown over some dude’s cheesy pickup 
line.”  Many of the Charging Party’s coworkers took offense with the meme and 
reported it to Human Resources.  A Human Resources Business Partner informed the 
Charging Party that  should not post comments like that.3  

 The Charging Party believed that certain employees were being harshly and 
unfairly criticized within the G+ online community for expressing unpopular social, 
political, and workplace policy viewpoints.  Specifically, the Charging Party believed 
that employees were unfairly denounced when they spoke out against the Employer’s 
various workplace diversity and social justice initiatives and stated that the programs 
disfavored white males.  The posted criticisms of such opinions were often contentious 
and included calls for those expressing the unpopular viewpoints to be disciplined or 
even terminated.  Because the Employer allows coworkers to submit comments to 
another employee’s supervisor, and those comments can in turn be used in evaluating 

               
1 All dates are in 2015. 

2 This internal forum is not to be confused with the public version of G+, which is a 
social media platform open to the general public.  All references to G+ in this 
memorandum are solely to the Employer’s internal discussion forum.  

3 The Charging Party does not include the verbal counseling that  received in 
 as part of the current charge.   
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the employee, the Charging Party also believed that  could be disciplined if 
commenters on G+ who disagreed with  submitted comments to  supervisor.  

 On April 22, the Charging Party observed a comment thread where employees 
harshly criticized a coworker for expressing  views against the Employer’s 
“diversity town hall” webcasts.  The coworker had written, “I’ve yet to see effective 
‘increasing diversity’ efforts which do not bring unfairness against white men (e.g. 
lowering the hiring bar for minorities, or arranging events where white men are or 
feel excluded).”  The coworker received negative feedback on the same discussion 
thread from other employees, including supervisors.  These included comments such 
as, “Frankly, I could care less about being ‘unfair’ to white men.  You already have all 
the advantages in the world.”  Others called for the coworker to be reported for  
comment.  The coworker’s manager later joined the discussion thread and apologized 
for the coworker’s comments, saying they were “not acceptable behavior” and that  
would resolve the matter “on the official channels.”  After reading the thread, the 
Charging Party sent an email to Human Resources supportive of the coworker and 
complaining about how employees had treated the coworker for criticizing the 
Employer’s workplace diversity initiatives.  Human Resources pledged to look into the 
matter further. 

 On April 24, the Charging Party began talking with four like-minded coworkers 
on a separate G+ discussion thread regarding their own experiences working for the 
Employer.4  The group discussed what they perceived to be the mistreatment of 
employees, such as themselves, who hold unpopular workplace views (including calls 
for their discipline), the Employer’s failure to react to reported concerns regarding 
such mistreatment, and some suggestions on preserving evidence. 

 On May 8, one of the Charging Party’s colleagues (who was also on the April 24 
discussion thread) wrote an open letter to Human Resources and posted it on G+.  The 
letter challenged Human Resources’ handling of complaints by employees holding 
unpopular workplace views.  The Charging Party commented on the thread where the 
letter was posted, echoing the author’s complaints that Human Resources failed to 
respond adequately to harassment complaints.  

 On May 20, the Charging Party emailed Human Resources and again 
complained about the mistreatment of coworkers on G+ for expressing views 
inconsistent with those held by a majority of employees.  The Charging Party raised 
concerns about employees being criticized for their political beliefs and targeted for 
their race or gender, and concerns about expressing unpopular opinions regarding 
workplace policies that could result in their discipline.  Human Resources replied and, 

               
4 It is unclear if this thread was private or viewable by all employees.  
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thereafter, held two videoconferences with the Charging Party.  During the video 
conferences, a Human Resources representative said that  was aware of the issues 
and had acted on them where it was appropriate. 

 On July 30, an employee posted a blog article summarizing research concerning 
the departure of women from the tech industry (the “IndustryInfo thread”).  
Employees commented on the article, with some criticizing the article and its factual 
assertions.  On August 3, an Employer Senior Vice President (“Vice President”) 
stepped in to express  disappointment in the direction of the discussion, to 
reinforce that underrepresentation in tech is a real problem that the Employer has a 
responsibility to help change, and to call critics out on missing the forest for the trees 
and offending other employees in the process.  The Charging Party contends that  
discussed this thread with two other employees on August 4 and 5 because they were 
concerned about coworkers’ calls for the Employer to terminate those who had 
“derailed” the IndustryInfo thread.   

 On August 5, the Vice President followed up on the IndustryInfo thread by 
initiating a G+ thread in which  shared the personal story of  

 who planned to leave the technology field due to the unwelcoming and 
hostile work environment.  In  post, the Vice President called for employees to 
create a supportive working environment for minorities of any kind.  Another 
employee responded to this post by sharing  own similarly negative experiences, 
and others offered empathy and ideas for constructive change.  On August 6, the 
Charging Party directed the following comment on the thread to the Vice President: 

[m]any Googlers have claimed that it is “harassment” or some other rule 
violation to critique articles that push the Social Justice political agenda.  
A few Googlers have openly called for others to be fired over it.  Do you 
support this viewpoint, and if so, can we add a clear statement of banned 
opinions to the employee handbook so that everybody knows what the 
ground rules are? 

 After a few employees negatively responded to  comment, the Charging 
Party continued to question the Employer’s official stance on this issue.  Eventually, 
the Vice President replied, “I think to ask for a rule book is missing the point.  But if 
you want a succinct summary: don’t do what you’re doing here.  Contact me privately 
if you want to know more.”  The thread continued with several comments from other 
employees, both in support of the Charging Party’s original question and in 
opposition.   

 Later that same day, after the Vice President’s response in the discussion 
thread, the Charging Party emailed the Vice President and asked several follow-up 
questions including: “Did I violate any policies by posting in your G+ thread?  If so, 
which ones?”; “Do you think it’s reasonable for Googlers to ‘dogpile’ on fellow 
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Charging Party’s usage of the term “social justice warrior” because the employee 
viewed it as shorthand for women and minorities who have the “audacity to stand up 
for themselves.”  The second complaint cited the Charging Party’s March meme as 
well as an August 8 email to the g+/freespeech group in which the Charging Party 
lamented that the perpetrator of the sexual harassment incident referenced in  
March meme had  reputation ruined “all over one silly comment made in the 
distant past.”  This comment was made in the context of the Charging Party’s 
description of the “mob justice” problem at the Employer, and  explicitly noted that 

 was not arguing that the perpetrator’s speech should have been permissible.   

 On the morning of , the Charging Party received an invitation from a 
Human Resources Manager for a meeting that afternoon.  In between this invitation 
and the meeting, the Charging Party spoke with  supervisor, who holds the title 
Engineering Director.  The Charging Party asked whether  was being discharged.  
The Engineering Director replied that  was not being discharged, but would receive 
a stern warning.  The Engineering Director then told the Charging Party that  was 
doing enormous damage to  career by getting involved in these threads. 

 The Charging Party attended the meeting later that day, along with the 
Human Resources Manager and the Engineering Director.  The Engineering Director 
began the meeting by referencing the August 5 thread initiated by the Vice President.  
The Engineering Director said the Charging Party’s comments in the thread were 
inappropriate, and that the Charging Party was being given a final written warning.  
During the meeting, the Charging Party protested the final written warning by 
saying it was retaliation for filing complaints with Human Resources.  The Human 
Resources Manager denied this and said that the Employer had taken action against 
other employees for inappropriate postings, but did not mention their names.5  Also 
during the meeting, the Engineering Director reiterated what  had told the 
Charging Party that morning, namely to stop getting involved in these threads and 
focus on  work.  According to the Employer’s disciplinary policy, the next step after 
a final written warning is termination. 

 The final written warning states that the Charging Party was being disciplined 
for violating the Employer’s Appropriate Conduct Policy and Code of Conduct.6  The 

               
5 The Employer, in fact, issued a verbal counseling and written warning to two other 
employees who posted derogatory and confrontational comments toward the 
Charging Party on the August 5 thread. 

6 The Employer asserted in the final written warning that the Charging Party had 
violated the Appropriate Conduct Policy’s prohibitions on “disorderly or disruptive 
conduct, including derogatory name-calling, abusive or profane language, 
intimidation or coercion of co-workers or any ‘un-businesslike’ behavior toward co-
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warning quotes the Charging Party’s posts on the August 5 thread in which  sought 
clarification about whether employees are prohibited from criticizing workplace 
diversity and inclusion initiatives and complained about bullying experienced by 
politically conservative employees in the workplace.  It concludes that these 
comments were “disrespectful, disruptive, disorderly, and insubordinate [given] the 
context of [the Vice President’s] post on creating a supportive environment.”  The only 
other conduct cited in the warning notice was the Charging Party’s prior 
inappropriate posting, i.e. the March meme.          

ACTION 

 Having already concluded that the Charging Party’s posts included protected 
actions that were the logical outgrowth of shared employee concerns,7 we now reject 
the Employer’s contention, on reconsideration, that its discipline and threats were 
lawful efforts to “nip in the bud” the kind of employee conduct that could lead to a 
hostile workplace.  To the contrary, no reasonable employer would consider the 
Charging Party’s somewhat insensitive posts to have fostered a hostile working 
environment.  Indeed, this case exemplifies how an employer, post-Boeing,8 can run 
afoul of Section 8(a)(1) by applying permissible rules to protected concerted activity.  

               
workers, TVCs, clients or visitors” and “insubordination, including refusal of a work 
assignment or improper language toward a manager or management 
representative.”  It also asserted that the Charging Party had violated the following 
provision from its Code of Conduct: “Each Googler is expected to do his or her utmost 
to create a respectful workplace culture that is free of harassment, intimidation, bias 
and unlawful discrimination of any kind.”  The Region has concluded that this latter 
Code of Conduct provision is now lawful.  See The Boeing Company, 365 NLRB No. 
154, slip op. at 3-4 & n.15 (Dec. 14, 2017) (overruling cases holding that rules 
regulating basic standards of civility violated the Act).  The lawfulness of the above 
provisions in the Appropriate Conduct Policy is no longer at issue in this case 
because the policy has since been rescinded.  However, in light of Boeing, we would 
now find these rules to be lawful given that they merely prohibit uncivil, disruptive, 
and insubordinate behavior.  See id.; Component Bar Products, 364 NLRB No. 140, 
slip op. at 3-6 (Nov. 8, 2016) (Miscimarra, dissenting) (rules banning 
“[i]nsubordination and other disrespectful conduct” and “[b]oisterous or disruptive 
activity in the workplace” would be lawful under then-Member Miscimarra’s test, 
which the Board adopted in Boeing). 

7 See Google, Inc., 32-CA-164766, Advice Memorandum dated May 31, 2016. 

8 365 NLRB No. 154, slip op. at 4 n.15. 
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 The Board has acknowledged that it has a duty to balance an employee’s 
statutorily-protected rights against an employer’s legitimate right to enforce its 
workplace rules and managerial prerogatives.9  An employer’s good-faith efforts to 
enforce its lawful anti-discrimination or anti-harassment policies must be afforded 
particular deference in light of the employer’s duty to comply with state and federal 
EEO laws.10  Additionally, employers have a strong interest in promoting diversity 
and encouraging employees across diverse demographic groups to thrive in their 
workplaces.  In furtherance of these legitimate interests, employers must be 
permitted to “nip in the bud” the kinds of employee conduct that could lead to a 
“hostile workplace,” rather than waiting until an actionable hostile workplace has 
been created before taking action.   

 Where an employee’s conduct significantly disrupts work processes, constitutes 
racial or sexual discrimination or harassment, or creates a hostile work environment, 
the Board has found it unprotected even if it involves concerted activities regarding 
working conditions.  For example, in Avondale Industries, the Board held that the 
employer lawfully discharged a union activist for insubordination based on her 
unfounded assertion that her foreman was a Klansman; the employer was justifiably 
concerned about the disruption her remark would cause in the workplace among her 
fellow African-American employees.11  In Cordua Restaurants, Inc., the Board upheld 
the termination of an employee where the employer had a reasonable, good-faith 
belief that she had made demeaning and derogatory comments to her coworkers about 
their race and nationality so as to create a hostile work environment and negatively 
impact morale.12  And, in Honda of America Manufacturing, the employer lawfully 
disciplined an employee for distributing a newsletter in which he directed one named 
employee to “come out of the closet” and used the phrase “bone us” to critique the 

               
9 Brunswick Food & Drug, 284 NLRB 663, 664 (1987), enforced mem., 859 F.2d 927 
(11th Cir. 1988) (table decision). 

10 Cf. Southern S.S. Co. v. NLRB, 316 U.S. 31, 47 (1942) (noting that “the Board has 
not been commissioned to effectuate the policies of the Labor Relations Act so single-
mindedly that it may wholly ignore other and equally important Congressional 
objectives.  Frequently the entire scope of Congressional purpose calls for careful 
accommodation of one statutory scheme to another, and it is not too much to demand 
of an administrative body that it undertake this accommodation without excessive 
emphasis upon its immediate task.”). 

11 333 NLRB 622, 637-38 (2001). 

12 366 NLRB No. 72, slip op. at 2-4 (Apr. 26, 2018). 
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employer’s bonus program.13  The Board concluded that such language was 
unprotected because of its highly offensive nature and quoted approvingly an earlier 
decision:  

In view of the controversial nature of the language used and its 
admitted susceptibility to derisive and profane construction, [the 
employer] could legitimately ban the use of the provocative 
[language] as a reasonable precaution against discord and 
bitterness between employees and management, as well as to 
assure decorum and discipline in the plant.14  

 In a prior Advice case involving the Employer, we concluded that an employee 
was lawfully discharged for circulating a memorandum in opposition to the 
Employer’s diversity initiatives that argued, inter alia, that innate differences 
between men and women might explain the lack of equal representation of the sexes 
in tech and leadership.15  There we found that the use of stereotypes based on 
purported biological differences between women and men was so discriminatory and 
offensive as to likely cause, and did cause, serious dissension and disruption in the 
workplace.16  The lawfulness of the discharge was buttressed by the fact that the 
Employer carefully tailored its message to make clear that the employee was 
discharged solely because of his unprotected discriminatory statements and that it 
explicitly affirmed employees’ right to engage in protected speech.17  

               
13 334 NLRB 746, 747-49 (2001). 

14 Id. at 749 (quoting Southwestern Bell Telephone Co., 200 NLRB 667, 670 (1972)).  
See also Detroit Medical Center, Case 07-CA-06682, Advice Memorandum dated Jan. 
10, 2012 (white employee at majority-black facility who, after having been demoted 
due to coworker complaints, made Facebook post about “jealous ass ghetto people 
that I work with” and complained that the union was protecting “generations of bad 
lazy piece of shit workers,” was not engaged in protected activity; while the 
employee’s complaints implicated Section 7 concerns, his use of racial stereotypes 
and slurs were opprobrious and led to a serious disruption at work and to an 
increase in racial tensions). 

15 Google, Inc., 32-CA-205351, Advice Memorandum dated Jan. 16, 2018. 

16 Id. at 4. 

17 Id. at 4-5. 
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 Here we conclude that, unlike the statements espousing gender stereotypes 
that we found discriminatory, offensive, and disruptive in the prior Advice case 
involving the Employer, the Charging Party’s somewhat insensitive G+ posts were not 
so offensive or disruptive as to be unprotected by the Act.  The Employer does not 
point to any particular words the Charging Party used as being derogatory, abusive, 
or discriminatory such that they might lead to a hostile work environment.18  Rather, 
it argues that the Charging Party’s posts were provocative and hurtful given the 
forum in which they were posted, namely, a thread calling for support for minorities 
and sharing a personal story illustrating the negative experiences of women in tech.  
While we find the Charging Party’s chosen forum for raising the free speech rights of 
employees who are skeptical of diversity and inclusion efforts was not ideal, it was not 
so offensive as to find  comments unprotected.   comments arose in the context 
of a larger conversation that began on the IndustryInfo thread, which triggered 
concern about the scope of employees’ free speech rights when the Vice President 
intervened to express disapproval of skeptics’ comments.  Given that the Employer 
generally welcomes robust debate amongst its employees, and the Vice President 
initiated the August 5 G+ thread as a follow-up to the IndustryInfo thread, the 
Charging Party’s comments were not “off-topic” to the forum.19  Likewise,  
comments were not so objectively offensive as to cause serious discord and disruption 

               
18 Compare with Cordua Restaurants, 366 NLRB No. 72, slip op. at 3-4 (employer 
had good-faith belief that employee created a hostile work environment where, 
among other things, several coworkers accused her of calling them “wetbacks”). 

19 See Cayuga Medical Center at Ithaca, Inc., 365 NLRB No. 170, slip op. at 21-25 
(Dec. 16, 2017) (employee’s disagreement with management about the competence of 
fill-in personnel at a staff meeting in which employees were encouraged to speak up 
was protected notwithstanding that his criticisms were “impolite or more forward 
and direct than was comfortable” and that management conveyed that it was not 
“the right forum” to raise such concerns); Winston-Salem Journal, 341 NLRB 124, 
124-26 (2004) (staff meeting to discuss performance and teamwork was an 
“appropriate place for [the employee] to raise the issue of unfair treatment” and his 
comments remained protected notwithstanding that he called his supervisor a 
“racist” and the employer a “racist place to work”), enforcement denied sub nom. 
Media Gen. Operations, Inc., 394 F.3d 207 (4th Cir. 2005).  Cf. Cibao Meat Products, 
338 NLRB 934, 934 (2003) (“The Board has specifically rejected the [argument] that 
an employee who protests a management decision at an employee meeting called to 
announce that decision is guilty of unprotected insubordination if the employer did 
not first solicit the employee’s views.”), enforced, 84 F. App’x 155 (2d Cir. 2004) 
(unpublished decision). 

(b) (6), (b) (b) (6), (b) (

(b) (6), (b  
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in the workplace, notwithstanding that some employees felt they were insensitive.20  
Since the Employer could not reasonably believe that the Charging Party’s posts 
constituted the kinds of statements that could lead to a hostile work environment, the 
Employer violated Section 8(a)(1) by applying valid rules prohibiting uncivil and 
disruptive behavior so as to restrain his protected concerted activities.   

 In addition, this case is plainly distinguishable from the prior Advice case 
involving the Employer because there the Employer carefully crafted its discharge 
communications to make clear that the employee’s discharge was based only on the 
unprotected statements, while giving reassurances that protected speech would be 
permitted.  In contrast, here, the final written warning given to the Charging Party 
cited  protected postings almost in their entirety, did not even attempt to pinpoint 
specific statements that the Employer believed crossed the line, and gave no 
assurances that the Charging Party was permitted to express a dissenting viewpoint 
on matters related to working conditions.     

 The Employer’s argument that the Charging Party’s posting of one final 
comment after the Vice President’s told  “don’t do what you’re doing here” 
amounted to unprotected insubordination is likewise unavailing.  Where an employee 
repeatedly refuses to refrain from unacceptable behavior committed in the course of 
protected concerted activity, an employee may cross the line demarcating protected 
and unprotected conduct.21  Here, however, the Vice President’s statement amounted 
to an order to cease posting protected comments questioning the applicability of anti-
harassment policies to the speech of diversity and inclusion skeptics, and the 
Charging Party had not engaged in any conduct that might have warranted such an 

               
20 See Richmond District Neighborhood Center, 361 NLRB 833, 834 (2014) (objective 
standard applies to whether conduct is so egregious as to lose protection or render 
an employee unfit for further service). 

21 See, e.g., Waste Management of Arizona, 345 NLRB 1339, 1340, 1352-54 (2005) 
(employee engaged in unprotected conduct during confrontation about his paycheck 
where he cursed repeatedly and loudly in front of other employees, refused 
supervisor’s repeated requests to move discussion into office, and made a vague 
threat to supervisor); Trus Joist MacMillan, 341 NLRB 369, 369-70 (2004) 
(termination for insubordination lawful where employee engaged in name-calling 
toward supervisor in front of other managers, repeated his comments “despite 
continued warnings that he stop,” and made sexually insulting gestures and 
statements to supervisor); Mead Corp., 331 NLRB 509, 514-15 (2000) (steward 
engaged in unprotected conduct where he insulted supervisor in front of other 
employees at an alleged Weingarten meeting and repeatedly refused to leave upon 
request).   

(b) (6), (b) 

(b) (6), (b) (7
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order.  Moreover, even if the Vice President’s directive is construed as a mere order to 
stop raising such concerns in this particular forum, the Charging Party’s limited 
defiance of that order did not cross the line;  only posted one final comment after 
receiving the order, and  desire to post the final message was understandable given 
that the Vice President refused to answer  questions via email.  Thus, the 
Employer violated Section 8(a)(1) by applying its valid insubordination rule so as to 
restrain the Charging Party’s protected postings.  

 Accordingly, the Region should continue litigating the complaint allegations 
that the Employer violated Section 8(a)(1) by disciplining and threatening the 
Charging Party for  protected comments on the August 5 G+ thread, absent 
settlement.  
 
 
 

/s/ 
J.L.S. 

 
 
 
ADV.32-CA-164766.Response.Google.  

(b) (6), (  

(b) (6), (b  
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From:
To: Hajduk, Alexander M.; Harmeet K. Dhillon (DhillonLaw)
Cc: Michael Fleming (Dhillon Law); Noah Peters
Subject: Re: NLRB Google Case: Conference Call
Date: Wednesday, August 29, 2018 6:09:56 PM

Yes

On 08/29/2018 02:37 PM, Hajduk, Alexander M. wrote:

 
To clarify for the file, this is what’s being withdrawn.  I’ve structured this email so that
you’ll only need to reply with “yes.”  Can you confirm that you are requesting the
withdrawal of the entirety of the charge in case 32-CA-201160 and the entirety of the
charge in 32-CA-164766, excluding the following allegations?
 

<!--[if !supportLists]-->1.                   <!--[endif]-->The rule regarding
confidentiality in the “Data Classification Guidelines” and related “Data
Security Policy” that prohibits employees from discussing “Performance
Compensation & Benefits Information.”

<!--[if !supportLists]-->2.                   <!--[endif]-->The rule regarding
“Employment Records” in the “Data Classification Guidelines” and
related “Data Security Policy” that prohibits employees from sharing
“any information about the employee-employer relationship with a
Googler, including Performance, Compensation & Benefits
Information….and records of training, misconduct, and discipline.” 

<!--[if !supportLists]-->3.                   <!--[endif]-->The rule in the “Appropriate
Conduct Policy” which states:  “Only authorized Googlers are permitted
to talk about the company with the press…..or anyone else outside of
Google.”

<!--[if !supportLists]-->4.                   <!--[endif]-->The rule regarding
“Interacting with the Press” in the Employee Communications Policy
which states: “[N]o Googler should speak to the press without prior
approval.”

<!--[if !supportLists]-->5.                   <!--[endif]-->The rule regarding “Outside
Communication and Research” in Section IV of the    “Google Code of
Conduct” which states: “And never discuss the company with the press
unless you’ve been explicitly authorized to do so by Corporate
Communications.”

<!--[if !supportLists]-->6.                   <!--[endif]-->The August 6, 2015,
statement from  made through a
written posting on its intranet website G+, that threatened employees
with unspecified acts of reprisal by instructing an employee to stop
engaging in protected, concerted activities.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->7.                   <!--[endif]-->The August 19, 2015,
statement by  that threatened an

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)



employee with unspecified acts of reprisal by instructing an employee
to stop engaging in protected, concerted activities.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->8.                   <!--[endif]-->And finally the 
2015, final written warning.

 
Once you respond, I’ll upload this into the files and process the requests.
 
Thanks for your cooperation on this,
 
Alex Hajduk
NLRB
 

From:  [mailto ] 
Sent: Monday, August 27, 2018 9:04 AM
To: Hajduk, Alexander M. <Alexander.Hajduk@nlrb.gov>; Harmeet K. Dhillon
(DhillonLaw) <harmeet@dhillonlaw.com>
Cc: Michael Fleming (Dhillon Law) <MFleming@dhillonlaw.com>; Noah Peters
<nbp@becounsel.com>
Subject: Re: NLRB Google Case: Conference Call
 
Hi Alex, let's go ahead and withdraw.

 

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C) (b) (6), (b) (7)(C)



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 

REGION 32 
 
 

GOOGLE, INC.  

and 
 

Case 32-CA-164766  
 

, an Individual 
                       
                       and 
 
GOOGLE INC., AND NEST LABS, INC., A 
SINGLE EMPLOYER 
 

 

and  
 

, an Individual 
Case 32-CA-176462  

 

 
ORDER APPROVING WITHDRAWAL REQUEST  

AND DISMISSING PORTIONS OF THE COMPLAINT 
 

 
 A Complaint and Notice of Hearing (”Complaint) issued in the above-captioned matter 
on April 28, 2017, alleging that Respondent’s maintenance of the work rules alleged in 
Complaint paragraph 6 is a violation of Section 8(a)(1) of the Act, among other violations. On 
October 4, 2017, the hearing was postponed indefinitely pending the investigation of a new 
related charge. Thereafter, on December 14, 2017, the Board issued its decision in The Boeing 
Co., 365 NLRB No. 154, which altered the legal standard by which to determine whether facially 
neutral work rules are unlawful under the Act. Thereafter, the Charging Party in Case 32-CA-
164766 requested withdrawal of the portions of the charge which I have concluded no longer 
violate the Act under The Boeing Co. However, the Charging Party in Case 32-CA-176462 has 
not requested withdrawal of these Complaint allegations. Accordingly,  
 
 IT IS ORDERED that Charging Party’s request to partially withdraw the charge in Case 
32-CA-164766 is approved, and 
 
 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that paragraph 6 of the Complaint is dismissed except for 
portions of paragraph 6(a), 6(g), portions of 6(l) and portions of 6(o).1 Specifically, all portions  

 
1 Your Right to Appeal: You may appeal my decision to the General Counsel of the National Labor 

Relations Board, through the Office of Appeals.   

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)
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of paragraph 6 are dismissed except for the following rules or policies: (1) a rule regarding 
confidentiality in the “Data Classification Guidelines” and related “Data Security Policy” that 
prohibits employees from discussing “Performance Compensation & Benefits Information,” (2) a 
rule regarding “Employment Records” in the “Data Classification Guidelines” and related “Data 
Security Policy” that prohibits employees from sharing “any information about the employee-
employer relationship with a Googler, including Performance, Compensation & Benefits 
Information….and records of training, misconduct, and discipline,” (3) a rule in the “Appropriate 
Conduct Policy” which states:  “Only authorized Googlers are permitted to talk about the 
company with the press…..or anyone else outside of Google,” (4) a rule regarding “Interacting 
with the Press” in the Employee Communications Policy which states: “[N]o Googler should 
speak to the press without prior approval,” and (5) a rule regarding “Outside Communication and 
Research” in Section IV of the “Google Code of Conduct” which states: “And never discuss the 
company with the press unless you’ve been explicitly authorized to do so by Corporate 
Communications.” All other paragraphs of the Complaint remain subject to further proceedings. 

 
Means of Filing: An appeal may be filed electronically, by mail, by delivery service, or hand-delivered.  

To file electronically using the Agency’s e-filing system, go to our website at www nlrb.gov and: 

1) Click on E-File Documents;  
2) Enter the NLRB Case Number; and, 
3) Follow the detailed instructions.   

Electronic filing is preferred, but you also may use the enclosed Appeal Form, which is also available at 
www nlrb.gov.  You are encouraged to also submit a complete statement of the facts and reasons why you believe 
my decision was incorrect.  To file an appeal by mail or delivery service, address the appeal to the General Counsel 
at the National Labor Relations Board, Attn: Office of Appeals, 1015 Half Street SE, Washington, DC 20570-
0001.  Unless filed electronically, a copy of the appeal should also be sent to me. 

The appeal MAY NOT be filed by fax or email.  The Office of Appeals will not process faxed or emailed 
appeals. 

Appeal Due Date: The appeal is due October 12, 2018. If the appeal is filed electronically, the 
transmission of the entire document through the Agency’s website must be completed no later than 11:59 p m. 
Eastern Time on the due date.  If filing by mail or by delivery service an appeal will be found to be timely filed if it 
is postmarked or given to a delivery service no later than October 11, 2018. If an appeal is postmarked or given 
to a delivery service on the due date, it will be rejected as untimely.  If hand delivered, an appeal must be 
received by the General Counsel in Washington D.C. by 5:00 p.m. Eastern Time on the appeal due date.  If an 
appeal is not submitted in accordance with this paragraph, it will be rejected. 

Extension of Time to File Appeal: The General Counsel may allow additional time to file the appeal if the 
Charging Party provides a good reason for doing so and the request for an extension of time is received on or 
before October 12, 2018. The request may be filed electronically through the E-File Documents link on our 
website www nlrb.gov, by fax to (202)273-4283, by mail, or by delivery service.  The General Counsel will not 
consider any request for an extension of time to file an appeal received after October 12, 2018, even if it is 
postmarked or given to the delivery service before the due date.  Unless filed electronically, a copy of the 
extension of time should also be sent to me. 
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 DATED AT Oakland, California this 28th day of September 2018.   
 

 
 
       /s/ Valerie Hard-Mahoney 

 
Valerie Hardy-Mahoney 
Regional Director 
National Labor Relations Board 
Region 32 
1301 Clay Street, Suite 300N 
Oakland, CA  94612-5224 

 
Attachment(s) 



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 

REGION 32 

 
 
GOOGLE, INC.                          

                        and 

, an Individual 

                      and 
 
GOOGLE INC. AND NEST LABS, INC., A 
SINGLE EMPLOYER 
 

                     and 
 

, an Individual 

  
  
  
  
  
 
 

Case  32-CA-164766 

 
 
 
 

 
 
  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

  Case  32-CA-176462 

   Date:  September 28, 2018 
 

 

 

AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE OF ORDER APPROVING WITHDRAWAL REQUEST  
AND DISMISSING PORTIONS OF THE COMPLAINT 

 
I, the undersigned employee of the National Labor Relations Board, being duly sworn, depose and say 
that on the date indicated above I served the above-entitled document(s) upon the persons at the 
addresses and in the manner indicated below. Persons listed below under "E-Service" have voluntarily 
consented to receive service electronically, and such service has been effected on the same date 
indicated above. 

Jenn Blackstone, Senior Counsel 
Google, Inc. 
1600 Amphitheatre Pkwy. 
Mountain View, CA  94043 
VIA CERTIFIED MAIL 
7015 0920 0001 7784 9125 
 

Michael Pfyl, Senior Counsel 
Google, Inc. and Nest Labs, Inc. 
1600 Amphitheatre Pkwy. 
Mountain View, CA  94043 
VIA CERTIFIED MAIL 
7015 0920 0001 7784 9132 

Ross H. Friedman 
Morgan Lewis & Bockius, LLP 
77 W Wacker Drive, 5th Floor  
Chicago, IL  60601 
VIA REGULAR MAIL 
 

Cameron W. Fox 
Paul Hastings LLP 
515 South Flower Street,  25th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA  90071 
VIA REGULAR MAIL 

J. Al Latham, Jr.  
Paul Hastings LLP  
515 S Flower Street, 25th Floor  
Los Angeles, CA  90071 
VIA REGULAR MAIL 

Blake Bertagna 
Paul Hastings LLP 
695 Town Center Drive, 17th Floor 
Costa Mesa, CA  92626 
VIA REGULAR MAIL 

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)





From: Hajduk, Alexander M.
To:
Cc: Harmeet K. Dhillon (DhillonLaw); Noah Peters
Subject: Proposed settlement agreement and notice to employees in Google, Inc., 32-CA-164766
Date: Friday, October 19, 2018 3:07:35 PM
Attachments: LTR.32-CA-164766.Letter sending proposed settlement agreement to Charging Party.docx

SET.32-CA-164766.Revised settlement agreement.pdf
Importance: High

Hello again ,
 
I hope this email finds you well.  I’m sending along two documents in this email for your review.  The
first is a letter sending out the proposed settlement agreement and the second is the revised
settlement agreement itself.  I’ll explain what those documents are, what you need to do, and what
can happen with respect to the settlement.
 
Following the revisions to the complaint in light of the Boeing decision, the settlement agreement
had to be modified from the last version you had.  Those revisions have been made and the
Employer is on deadline for their response.  What I need now is your comments, suggestions, and
questions about the same version of the settlement agreement, which is what I’m sending you now. 
In general, the settlement agreement language itself is boilerplate, but this particular agreement has
provisions about physical posting of the notice at all 22 Employer locations, electronic posting of the
notice on internal G+, and emailing the notice to all of the Employer’s employees.  If you have any
suggestions, however, to that language please send those to me.
 
The part of the agreement that matters the most is the notice to employees.  This is where all of the
allegations found to have merit and presently listed in the complaint are listed.  This is also what the
Employer itself would have to sign before posting.  The notice remedies the violations, so please
review that language closely.  The language in the notice is drawn from similar cases, but has been
changed to reflect the particulars of this case.  As with the agreement language, any suggestions,
comments, or questions you have about the notice should be sent to me.
 
Lastly, there are a few things that can happen between now and the deadline listed in the letter, so
I’ll explain those now ranging from optimal scenario to default scenario.  First, the Employer and you
could both enter into the settlement without modification.  Second, both you and the Employer
could propose changes to the settlement, and if the Region agrees to those changes and the parties
sign, then that ends the matter.  Third, the Employer could agree to the settlement (changes or not)
but you do not, in which case we’d send you what’s called a seven-day letter.  That letter would
state that the Region and the Employer have agreed to the settlement and you would have seven
days to file objections to the settlement or sign it.  Fourth, and finally, neither you nor the Employer
agrees to the settlement and the Region moves forward with the complaint as soon as possible.
 
I know I’ve written a lot here, so if you have any additional questions about this or anything else,
don’t hesitate to contact me.  I’d be happy to discuss any concerns you might have.  Otherwise, I
look forward to hearing from you.
 
Thanks,

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(



 
Alexander M. Hajduk
Field Examiner
National Labor Relations Board – Region 32 (Oakland)
Office: (510) 671-3024
Cell: (202) 431-8814
Fax: (510) 637-3315
 



UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 

SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 
 

IN THE MATTER OF  
GOOGLE, INC., a subsidiary of Alphabet, Inc. Case 32-CA-164766 

 
 
Subject to the approval of the Regional Director for the National Labor Relations Board, the Charged Party and 
the Charging Party HEREBY AGREE TO SETTLE THE ABOVE MATTER AS FOLLOWS: 
 
POSTING OF NOTICE — After the Regional Director has approved this Agreement, the Regional Office will 
send copies of the approved Notice to the Charged Party in English and in additional languages if the Regional 
Director decides that it is appropriate to do so.  A responsible official of the Charged Party will then sign and 
date those Notices and immediately post them in a place customarily used by the Employer for posting notices 
to employees at each of the 22 locations of Google, Inc. within the United States of America.  The Charged 
Party will keep all Notices posted for 60 consecutive days after the initial posting. 
INTRANET POSTING - The Charged Party will also post a copy of the Notice in English and in additional 
languages if the Regional Director decides that it is appropriate to do so, on its intranet at “Internal Google Plus 
(G+)” and keep it continuously posted there for 60 consecutive days from the date it was originally posted.  The 
Charged Party will submit a paper copy of the intranet or website posting to the Region’s Compliance Officer 
when it submits the Certification of Posting and provide a password for a password protected intranet site in the 
event it is necessary to check the electronic posting. 
E-MAILING NOTICE - The Charged Party will email a copy of the signed Notice in English and in additional 
languages if the Regional Director decides that it is appropriate to do so, to all employees who work for Google, 
Inc. within the United States of America.  The message of the e-mail transmitted with the Notice will state:  
“We are distributing the Attached Notice to Employees to you pursuant to a Settlement Agreement approved by 
the Regional Director of Region 32 of the National Labor Relations Board in Case 32-CA-164766.”  The 
Charged Party will forward a copy of that e-mail, with all of the recipients’ e-mail addresses, to the Region’s 
Compliance Officer at paloma.loya@nlrb.gov. 
COMPLIANCE WITH NOTICE — The Charged Party will comply with all the terms and provisions of said 
Notice.  
SCOPE OF THE AGREEMENT — This Agreement settles only the allegations in the above-captioned 
case(s), and does not settle any other case(s) or matters.  It does not prevent persons from filing charges, the 
General Counsel from prosecuting complaints, or the Board and the courts from finding violations with respect 
to matters that happened before this Agreement was approved regardless of whether General Counsel knew of 
those matters or could have easily found them out.  The General Counsel reserves the right to use the evidence 
obtained in the investigation and prosecution of the above-captioned case(s) for any relevant purpose in the 
litigation of this or any other case(s), and a judge, the Board and the courts may make findings of fact and/or 
conclusions of law with respect to that evidence.  By approving this Agreement the Regional Director 
withdraws any Complaint(s) and Notice(s) of Hearing previously issued in the above case(s), and the Charged 
Party withdraws any answer(s) filed in response. 

PARTIES TO THE AGREEMENT — If the Charging Party fails or refuses to become a party to this 
Agreement and the Regional Director determines that it will promote the policies of the National Labor 
Relations Act, the Regional Director may approve the settlement agreement and decline to issue or reissue a 
Complaint in this matter.  If that occurs, this Agreement shall be between the Charged Party and the 
undersigned Regional Director.  In that case, a Charging Party may request review of the decision to approve 
the Agreement.  If the General Counsel does not sustain the Regional Director's approval, this Agreement shall 
be null and void. 



AUTHORIZATION TO PROVIDE COMPLIANCE INFORMATION AND NOTICES DIRECTLY TO 
CHARGED PARTY — Counsel for the Charged Party authorizes the Regional Office to forward the cover letter 
describing the general expectations and instructions to achieve compliance, a conformed settlement, original 
notices and a certification of posting directly to the Charged Party. If such authorization is granted, Counsel will 
be simultaneously served with a courtesy copy of these documents. 

 
Yes __________  No __________ 

Initials  Initials 

PERFORMANCE — Performance by the Charged Party with the terms and provisions of this Agreement shall 
commence immediately after the Agreement is approved by the Regional Director, or if the Charging Party does 
not enter into this Agreement, performance shall commence immediately upon receipt by the Charged Party of 
notice that no review has been requested or that the General Counsel has sustained the Regional Director. 
The Charged Party agrees that in case of non-compliance with any of the terms of this Settlement Agreement by 
the Charged Party, and after 14 days’ notice from the Regional Director of the National Labor Relations Board 
of such non-compliance without remedy by the Charged Party, the Regional Director will issue a complaint that 
includes portions of the Consolidated Complaint previously issued on April 28, 2017, that relates to the instant 
case.  
 
NOTIFICATION OF COMPLIANCE — Each party to this Agreement will notify the Regional Director in 
writing what steps the Charged Party has taken to comply with the Agreement.  This notification shall be given 
within 5 days, and again after 60 days, from the date of the approval of this Agreement.  If the Charging Party 
does not enter into this Agreement, initial notice shall be given within 5 days after notification from the 
Regional Director that the Charging Party did not request review or that the General Counsel sustained the 
Regional Director’s approval of this agreement.  No further action shall be taken in the above captioned case(s) 
provided that the Charged Party complies with the terms and conditions of this Settlement Agreement and 
Notice. 
 
Charged Party  
Google, Inc., a subsidiary of Alphabet, Inc. 

Charging Party  
 

By:            Name and Title 
 
 
 

Date 
 
 

By:          Name and Title 
 
 
 

Date 
 
 

Print Name and Title below 
 
 
 

Print Name and Title below 
 
 
 

 
Recommended By: 
 
 
ALEXANDER M. HAJDUK 
Field Examiner 

Date 
 
 
 

Approved By: 
 
 
VALERIE HARDY-MAHONEY 
Regional Director, Region 32 

Date 
 
 

  
 

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)





WE WILL NOT in any like or related manner interfere with your rights under Section 7 of the 
Act. 

 
 
 
   Google, Inc., a subsidiary of Alphabet, Inc. 
   (Employer) 

 
 
Dated:  By:   
   (Representative) (Title) 

 
 
The National Labor Relations Board is an independent Federal agency created in 1935 to 
enforce the National Labor Relations Act.  We conduct secret-ballot elections to determine 
whether employees want union representation and we investigate and remedy unfair labor 
practices by employers and unions.  To find out more about your rights under the Act and how to 
file a charge or election petition, you may speak confidentially to any agent with the Board’s 
Regional Office set forth below or you may call the Board's toll-free number 1-866-667-NLRB 
(1-866-667-6572).  Hearing impaired persons may contact the Agency's TTY service at 1-866-
315-NLRB.  You may also obtain information from the Board’s website: www.nlrb.gov. 

1301 Clay St Ste 300N 
Oakland, CA 94612-5224 

Telephone:  (510)637-3300 
Hours of Operation:  8:30 a m. to 5 p m. 

 
 
 

THIS IS AN OFFICIAL NOTICE AND MUST NOT BE DEFACED BY ANYONE 
This notice must remain posted for 60 consecutive days from the date of posting and must not be altered, 
defaced or covered by any other material.  Any questions concerning this notice or compliance with its 
provisions may be directed to the above Regional Office's Compliance Officer. 





From: Hajduk, Alexander M.
To: "Fox, Cameron W."
Subject: Draft of revised settlement agreement in Google, Inc., 32-CA-164766
Date: Wednesday, October 17, 2018 11:53:59 AM
Attachments: SET.32-CA-164766.Revised settlement agreement.pdf
Importance: High

Hello again Cameron,
 
I trust that this email finds you and your family well.  As we discussed last week, I am sending over a
PDF copy of the proposed settlement agreement in the original Google case filed by ,
32-CA-164766.  Please review the draft settlement agreement and notice to employees and then
contact me with any questions, concerns, or suggestions.  If the Employer is willing to enter the
agreement, it will need to be initialed in the bottom right-hand corner of each page and signed in
the Employer’s respective areas.
 
The deadline for the Employer’s proposed revisions, suggestions, or ultimate signature is COB on
Wednesday, October 24, 2018.  If the settlement agreement is not completed by the end of the
month, the Region is prepared to move on the existing complaint, though that may change
depending on whether  files an appeal in  case.
 
Let me know if you have any questions about this or anything else.  Thanks for your cooperation, and
I look forward to hearing from you.
 
Alexander M. Hajduk
Field Examiner
National Labor Relations Board – Region 32 (Oakland)
Office: (510) 671-3024
Cell: (202) 431-8814
Fax: (510) 637-3315
 
 

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)
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From: Noah Peters
To: ; Hajduk, Alexander M.
Cc: Harmeet K. Dhillon (DhillonLaw)
Subject: Re: Proposed settlement agreement and notice to employees in Google, Inc., 32-CA-164766
Date: Wednesday, October 24, 2018 7:43:09 PM

Yes, to add to the final point- our position is that any settlement must include backpay and
reinstatement for . Removing the Final Written Warning from  personnel file is
meaningless-  has no personnel file, and the Company used the Final Written Warning
already as part of its justification for firing .

Further, actions speak louder than words, and Google's actions in firing nearly all critics of its
internal policies in the past two years (or forcing their resignation) speaks much louder than
any belated, paper warning. Everyone knows how Google really feels on this issue- it wants
dissidents and whistleblowers gone, and quickly. A paper warning is utterly meaningless
without real action.

Best,

Noah

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone

-------- Original message --------
From: 
Date: 10/24/18 7:33 PM (GMT-05:00)
To: "Hajduk, Alexander M." <Alexander.Hajduk@nlrb.gov>
Cc: "Harmeet K. Dhillon (DhillonLaw)" <harmeet@dhillonlaw.com>, Noah Peters
<noah@noahpeterslaw.com>
Subject: Re: Proposed settlement agreement and notice to employees in Google, Inc., 32-CA-
164766

Hi Alex, here are my proposed changes:

1) Please remove my name from the notice to employees, as that would make me a target.

2) Suggest posting the notice on  internal G+ page (specifically) and on the
Industryinfo group (specifically), since those are the places where executives have openly
threatened employees for exercising their Section 7 rights.  Merely posting it on some other
random internal G+ page will not reach most of the people who had been threatened.

3) Please add: "YOU HAVE THE RIGHT to criticize or question any and all workplace
diversity policies and practices, and WE WILL NOT retaliate against you for exercising that
right."

4) Since the final written warning has already been used to justify my termination, I'd like to
request full reinstatement with back pay.  Merely posting the notice without reinstating the
people who suffered retaliation will not reassure other employees that Google will respect

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C) (b) (6), (  

(b) (6),  

(b) (6), (b) 

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)



their rights.

Thanks!

On 10/19/18 12:07 PM, Hajduk, Alexander M. wrote:

Hello again ,
 
I hope this email finds you well.  I’m sending along two documents in this email for your
review.  The first is a letter sending out the proposed settlement agreement and the
second is the revised settlement agreement itself.  I’ll explain what those documents
are, what you need to do, and what can happen with respect to the settlement.
 
Following the revisions to the complaint in light of the Boeing decision, the settlement
agreement had to be modified from the last version you had.  Those revisions have
been made and the Employer is on deadline for their response.  What I need now is
your comments, suggestions, and questions about the same version of the settlement
agreement, which is what I’m sending you now.  In general, the settlement agreement
language itself is boilerplate, but this particular agreement has provisions about
physical posting of the notice at all 22 Employer locations, electronic posting of the
notice on internal G+, and emailing the notice to all of the Employer’s employees.  If
you have any suggestions, however, to that language please send those to me.
 
The part of the agreement that matters the most is the notice to employees.  This is
where all of the allegations found to have merit and presently listed in the complaint
are listed.  This is also what the Employer itself would have to sign before posting.  The
notice remedies the violations, so please review that language closely.  The language in
the notice is drawn from similar cases, but has been changed to reflect the particulars
of this case.  As with the agreement language, any suggestions, comments, or
questions you have about the notice should be sent to me.
 
Lastly, there are a few things that can happen between now and the deadline listed in
the letter, so I’ll explain those now ranging from optimal scenario to default scenario. 
First, the Employer and you could both enter into the settlement without modification. 
Second, both you and the Employer could propose changes to the settlement, and if
the Region agrees to those changes and the parties sign, then that ends the matter. 
Third, the Employer could agree to the settlement (changes or not) but you do not, in
which case we’d send you what’s called a seven-day letter.  That letter would state that
the Region and the Employer have agreed to the settlement and you would have seven
days to file objections to the settlement or sign it.  Fourth, and finally, neither you nor
the Employer agrees to the settlement and the Region moves forward with the
complaint as soon as possible.
 
I know I’ve written a lot here, so if you have any additional questions about this or

(b) (6), (b) (7)(
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 

REGION 32 
 
         
       ) 
Google, Inc., a subsidiary of Alphabet, Inc.  )  
   Charged Party/Respondent ) 
       ) 
and       ) 32-CA-164766   
       )  

,      ) 
   Charging Party  ) 
        )  
 

NOTICE OF APPEARANCE 
 
 To: the Regional Director, Parties and Attorneys of Record: 

 Please take notice that the undersigned, Noah B. Peters, Esq., of Noah Peters Law, hereby 

enters his appearance as counsel for Charging Party, , in this matter. 

 

Dated:   December 7, 2018    Respectfully submitted, 
        

/s/ Noah B. Peters  

Noah B. Peters 
       NOAH PETERS LAW 
       1875 Connecticut Ave. N.W. 
       Floor 10 
       Washington, D.C.  20009 
       Tel: (202) 688-3246 

noah@noahpeterslaw.com 
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From: Noah Peters
To: Parker, D. Criss; Chris Baker (cbaker@bakerlp.com); Cameron W. Fox (cameronfox@paulhastings.com); Deborah

Schwartz (dschwartz@bakerlp.com); Ankush Dhupar (ankushdhupar@paulhastings.com)
Subject: RE: Google, Inc. and Nest Labs, Inc., Cases 32-CA-164766 and 32-CA-176462
Date: Monday, December 17, 2018 2:42:53 PM

Also, to clarify: I represent  in this matter.
 
Best,
 
Noah B. Peters, Esq.
NOAH PETERS LAW

1875 Connecticut Avenue N.W., 10th Floor
Washington, D.C. 20009
(202) 688-3246
 
www.noahpeterslaw.com
 
 

From: Parker, D. Criss [mailto:D.Parker@nlrb.gov] 
Sent: Monday, December 17, 2018 2:41 PM
To: Chris Baker (cbaker@bakerlp.com) <cbaker@bakerlp.com>; Noah Peters
<noah@noahpeterslaw.com>; Cameron W. Fox (cameronfox@paulhastings.com)
<cameronfox@paulhastings.com>; Deborah Schwartz (dschwartz@bakerlp.com)
<dschwartz@bakerlp.com>; Ankush Dhupar (ankushdhupar@paulhastings.com)
<ankushdhupar@paulhastings.com>
Subject: Google, Inc. and Nest Labs, Inc., Cases 32-CA-164766 and 32-CA-176462
 
Counsel,
 
I am the Field Attorney assigned as Counsel for the General Counsel in the National Labor Relations
Board hearing against Google, Inc. and Nest Labs, Inc. scheduled to begin on February 4, 2019 in
Case Nos. 32-CA-164766 and 32-CA-176462.  Please direct future communications in these cases to
me rather than to former Board agents Noah Garber or Jennifer Kaufman or investigating Board
agent Alex Hajduk.  I have recently become aware of a December 5, 2018 email to Alex Hajduk of my
office from attorney Chris Baker suggesting a continuance of the hearing date in these cases from
February 4, 2019 into March or April 2019.  Please be aware that the mere submission of such an
email does not in and of itself constitute a request for a postponement.  In order to file a formal
request for a postponement, the request has to be made with the Regional Director of NLRB Region
32, Valerie Hardy-Mahoney.  Thank you for your anticipated cooperation.
 
D. Criss Parker
Field Attorney
National Labor Relations Board
Region 32
1301 Clay Street

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)



Suite 300N
Oakland, CA  94612
(510) 671-3035 Phone
(510) 637-3315  Fax
criss.parker@nlrb.gov



From: Fox, Cameron W.
To: Parker, D. Criss
Cc: Fox, Cameron W.; Wilson, Christine; Dhupar, Ankush
Subject: Re: Google, Inc. and Nest Labs, Inc., 32-CA-164766 and 32-CA-176462
Date: Monday, December 24, 2018 1:21:17 PM

Criss,
      Commencing on March 4 works for Google and Nest. Thank you and have a nice holiday.
              Cameron

On Dec 21, 2018, at 4:46 PM, Parker, D. Criss <D.Parker@nlrb.gov<mailto:D.Parker@nlrb.gov>> wrote:

Counsel,

The Region is considering a short postponement of the hearing now scheduled to begin in these cases on February 4,
2019.  Please advise me as soon as possible whether you and your respective clients are available and amenable to
commencing the hearing on a date beginning sometime during the week of March 4, 2019.  While I realize many of
you may already be away for the holidays, I thank you in advance for your anticipated responses.

D. Criss Parker

Field Attorney

National Labor Relations Board

Region 32

1301 Clay Street

Suite 300N

Oakland, CA  94612

(510) 671-3035 Phone

(510) 637-3315  Fax
criss.parker@nlrb.gov<mailto:criss.parker@nlrb.gov>

******************************************************************************************
This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you received
this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any attachments.
If you reply to this message, Paul Hastings may collect personal information including your name, business name
and other contact details, and IP address.  For more information about Paul Hastings? information collection,
privacy
and security principles please click HERE. If you have any questions, please contact Privacy@paulhastings.com.



From: Fox, Cameron W.
To: Noah Peters
Cc: Chris Baker; Parker, D. Criss; Deborah Schwartz; Dhupar, Ankush
Subject: Re: Google, Inc. and Nest Labs, Inc., 32-CA-164766 and 32-CA-176462
Date: Monday, December 31, 2018 11:55:25 AM
Attachments: image001.jpg

Per my email last week, Criss, that new date is fine for Google and Nest too. Happy New Year.
        Cameron

On Dec 31, 2018, at 8:16 AM, Noah Peters <noah@noahpeterslaw.com<mailto noah@noahpeterslaw.com>> wrote:

 consents as well

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone

-------- Original message --------
From: Chris Baker <cbaker@bakerlp.com<mailto:cbaker@bakerlp.com>>
Date: 12/31/18 11:11 AM (GMT-05:00)
To: "Parker, D. Criss" <D.Parker@nlrb.gov<mailto:D.Parker@nlrb.gov>>, Noah Peters
<noah@noahpeterslaw.com<mailto:noah@noahpeterslaw.com>>, "Cameron W. Fox
(cameronfox@paulhastings.com<mailto:cameronfox@paulhastings.com>)"
<cameronfox@paulhastings.com<mailto:cameronfox@paulhastings.com>>, Deborah Schwartz
<dschwartz@bakerlp.com<mailto:dschwartz@bakerlp.com>>, "Ankush Dhupar
(ankushdhupar@paulhastings.com<mailto:ankushdhupar@paulhastings.com>)"
<ankushdhupar@paulhastings.com<mailto:ankushdhupar@paulhastings.com>>
Subject: RE: Google, Inc. and Nest Labs, Inc., 32-CA-164766 and 32-CA-176462

Hi Cris:

 does not object to a postponement until March 4, 2019.  Please let me know if the request is granted.

Thanks.

Chris

<image001.jpg>

Chris Baker
Partner
Baker Curtis & Schwartz, P.C.
1 California Street, Suite 1250
San Francisco, CA  94111
cbaker@bakerlp.com<mailto:cbaker@bakerlp.com>
O: 415.433-1064

This email may be subject to the attorney client, work product or another privilege.  If this email was sent to you in
error, please delete it.  If the email is subject to a privilege, do not distribute.

From: Parker, D. Criss [mailto:D.Parker@nlrb.gov]
Sent: Friday, December 21, 2018 4:46 PM

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)
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To: Chris Baker <cbaker@bakerlp.com<mailto:cbaker@bakerlp.com>>; Noah B. Peters
(noah@noahpeterslaw.com<mailto:noah@noahpeterslaw.com>)
<noah@noahpeterslaw.com<mailto:noah@noahpeterslaw.com>>; Cameron W. Fox
(cameronfox@paulhastings.com<mailto:cameronfox@paulhastings.com>)
<cameronfox@paulhastings.com<mailto:cameronfox@paulhastings.com>>; Deborah Schwartz
<dschwartz@bakerlp.com<mailto:dschwartz@bakerlp.com>>; Ankush Dhupar
(ankushdhupar@paulhastings.com<mailto:ankushdhupar@paulhastings.com>)
<ankushdhupar@paulhastings.com<mailto:ankushdhupar@paulhastings.com>>
Subject: Google, Inc. and Nest Labs, Inc., 32-CA-164766 and 32-CA-176462
Importance: High

Counsel,

The Region is considering a short postponement of the hearing now scheduled to begin in these cases on February 4,
2019.  Please advise me as soon as possible whether you and your respective clients are available and amenable to
commencing the hearing on a date beginning sometime during the week of March 4, 2019.  While I realize many of
you may already be away for the holidays, I thank you in advance for your anticipated responses.

D. Criss Parker

Field Attorney

National Labor Relations Board

Region 32

1301 Clay Street

Suite 300N

Oakland, CA  94612

(510) 671-3035 Phone

(510) 637-3315  Fax
criss.parker@nlrb.gov<mailto:criss.parker@nlrb.gov>

******************************************************************************************
This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you received
this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any attachments.
If you reply to this message, Paul Hastings may collect personal information including your name, business name
and other contact details, and IP address.  For more information about Paul Hastings? information collection,
privacy
and security principles please click HERE. If you have any questions, please contact Privacy@paulhastings.com.



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 

REGION 32 
 

GOOGLE, INC.  

and 
 

Case 32-CA-164766  
 

, an Individual 
                       
                       and 
 
GOOGLE INC., AND NEST LABS, INC., A 
SINGLE EMPLOYER 
 

 

and  
 

, an Individual 
Case 32-CA-176462  

 

 
 

ORDER RESCHEDULING HEARING 
 

 
 Based upon good show and as agreed to by the parties, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that 

the hearing in the above-captioned matter, currently scheduled for February 4, 2019 at the 

Oakland Regional Office, 1301 Clay Street, Suite 300N, Oakland, California, is now rescheduled 

to Monday, March 4, 2019 at 9:00 a.m. and on consecutive days thereafter until concluded. 

 
 
 DATED AT Oakland, California this 2nd day of January 2019.   
 

 
 
       /s/ Hokulani Valencia 

 

Hokulani Valencia 
Acting Regional Director 
National Labor Relations Board 
Region 32 
1301 Clay Street, Suite 300N 
Oakland, CA  94612-5224 
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 

REGION 32 

 
 
GOOGLE, INC. 
                         
                        and 

, an Individual 

                      and 
 
GOOGLE INC. AND NEST LABS, INC., A 
SINGLE EMPLOYER 
 
                     and 
 

, an Individual 

  
  
  
  
  

Case 
 

32-CA-164766 

 
 
 
 

 
 
  
 

 
 

Case 
 
 
 
 

 
 
32-CA-176462 

Date: January 2, 2019 
 

 
AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE OF ORDER RESCHEDULING HEARING 

 
I, the undersigned employee of the National Labor Relations Board, being duly sworn, depose 
and say that on the date indicated above I served the above-entitled document(s) upon the 
persons at the addresses and in the manner indicated below. Persons listed below under "E-
Service" have voluntarily consented to receive service electronically, and such service has been 
effected on the same date indicated above. 

Jenn Blackstone, Senior Counsel 
Google, Inc. 
1600 Amphitheatre Pkwy. 
Mountain View, CA  94043 
VIA CERTIFIED MAIL 
7015 0920 0001 7784 9361 
 

Michael Pfyl, Senior Counsel 
Google, Inc. and Nest Labs, Inc. 
1600 Amphitheatre Pkwy. 
Mountain View, CA  94043 
VIA CERTIFIED MAIL 
7015 0920 0001 7784 9378 

Ross H. Friedman 
Morgan Lewis & Bockius, LLP 
77 W Wacker Drive, 5th Floor  
Chicago, IL  60601 
VIA REGULAR MAIL 
 

Cameron W. Fox 
Paul Hastings LLP 
515 South Flower Street,  25th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA  90071 
VIA REGULAR MAIL 

J. Al Latham, Jr.  
Paul Hastings LLP  
515 S Flower Street, 25th Floor  
Los Angeles, CA  90071 
VIA REGULAR MAIL 

Blake Bertagna 
Paul Hastings LLP 
695 Town Center Drive, 17th Floor 
Costa Mesa, CA  92626 
VIA REGULAR MAIL 

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)
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From: Noah Peters
To: Parker, D. Criss
Subject: RE: Google, Inc. and Nest Labs, Inc., 32-CA-164766 and 32-CA-176462
Date: Thursday, January 24, 2019 7:43:10 PM
Attachments: image001.jpg

Got it, and thanks. I appreciate the explanation for the postponement in the letter as well.
 
Best,
 
Noah
 

From: Parker, D. Criss [mailto:D.Parker@nlrb.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, January 24, 2019 7:42 PM
To: Noah Peters <noah@noahpeterslaw.com>
Subject: RE: Google, Inc. and Nest Labs, Inc., 32-CA-164766 and 32-CA-176462
 
Dear Mr. Peters,
 
Please see the attached order.  I do not see your name on the service sheet which is why I am now
emailing it to you.  I will instruct our administrative personnel to add your name to the service sheet
for future communications.  Thanks.
 

From: Noah Peters <noah@noahpeterslaw.com> 
Sent: Thursday, January 24, 2019 10:22 AM
To: Parker, D. Criss <D.Parker@nlrb.gov>
Subject: Re: Google, Inc. and Nest Labs, Inc., 32-CA-164766 and 32-CA-176462
 
OK. Is it related to the shutdown?
 
 
 
Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone
 
 
-------- Original message --------
From: "Parker, D. Criss" <D.Parker@nlrb.gov>
Date: 1/24/19 1:20 PM (GMT-05:00)
To: Noah Peters <noah@noahpeterslaw.com>
Subject: RE: Google, Inc. and Nest Labs, Inc., 32-CA-164766 and 32-CA-176462
 
Dear Mr. Peters,
 
I believe that the Region will be issuing today an order indefinitely postponing the hearing now set
for March 4 which you should be served with a copy of.  Thanks.
 



From: Noah Peters <noah@noahpeterslaw.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 5:17 PM
To: Parker, D. Criss <D.Parker@nlrb.gov>
Subject: RE: Google, Inc. and Nest Labs, Inc., 32-CA-164766 and 32-CA-176462
 
Can you let me know the time and location of the hearing? Thanks.
 
Best,
 
Noah
 

From: Parker, D. Criss [mailto:D.Parker@nlrb.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, January 03, 2019 9:11 PM
To: Noah Peters <noah@noahpeterslaw.com>
Subject: RE: Google, Inc. and Nest Labs, Inc., 32-CA-164766 and 32-CA-176462
 
Dear Mr. Peters,
 
I wanted to let you know that the Region issued an order rescheduling the hearing to March 4
yesterday although it inexplicably appears that you were not on the service sheet.  It was served on
your client .  I will seek to ensure that your name is added to the service list for all
future pleadings.  I would send you a copy but our office unfortunately lacks scanning capability at
the moment.  I apologize for any inconvenience to you.
 
D. Criss Parker
Field Attorney
National Labor Relations Board
Region 32
1301 Clay Street
Suite 300N
Oakland, CA  94612
(510) 671-3035 Phone
(510) 637-3315  Fax
criss.parker@nlrb.gov
 

From: Noah Peters [mailto:noah@noahpeterslaw.com] 
Sent: Monday, December 31, 2018 8:16 AM
To: Chris Baker <cbaker@bakerlp.com>; Parker, D. Criss <D.Parker@nlrb.gov>; Cameron W. Fox
(cameronfox@paulhastings.com) <cameronfox@paulhastings.com>; Deborah Schwartz
<dschwartz@bakerlp.com>; Ankush Dhupar (ankushdhupar@paulhastings.com)
<ankushdhupar@paulhastings.com>
Subject: Re: Google, Inc. and Nest Labs, Inc., 32-CA-164766 and 32-CA-176462
 

 consents as well

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)



 
 
 
Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone
 
 
-------- Original message --------
From: Chris Baker <cbaker@bakerlp.com>
Date: 12/31/18 11:11 AM (GMT-05:00)
To: "Parker, D. Criss" <D.Parker@nlrb.gov>, Noah Peters <noah@noahpeterslaw.com>,
"Cameron W. Fox (cameronfox@paulhastings.com)" <cameronfox@paulhastings.com>,
Deborah Schwartz <dschwartz@bakerlp.com>, "Ankush Dhupar
(ankushdhupar@paulhastings.com)" <ankushdhupar@paulhastings.com>
Subject: RE: Google, Inc. and Nest Labs, Inc., 32-CA-164766 and 32-CA-176462
 
Hi Cris:
 

 does not object to a postponement until March 4, 2019.  Please let me know if the request is
granted.
 
Thanks.
 
Chris
 

Chris Baker
Partner
Baker Curtis & Schwartz, P.C.
1 California Street, Suite 1250
San Francisco, CA  94111
cbaker@bakerlp.com
O: 415.433-1064

 
This email may be subject to the attorney client, work product or another privilege.  If this email was
sent to you in error, please delete it.  If the email is subject to a privilege, do not distribute.  
 

From: Parker, D. Criss [mailto:D.Parker@nlrb.gov] 
Sent: Friday, December 21, 2018 4:46 PM
To: Chris Baker <cbaker@bakerlp.com>; Noah B. Peters (noah@noahpeterslaw.com)
<noah@noahpeterslaw.com>; Cameron W. Fox (cameronfox@paulhastings.com)
<cameronfox@paulhastings.com>; Deborah Schwartz <dschwartz@bakerlp.com>; Ankush Dhupar
(ankushdhupar@paulhastings.com) <ankushdhupar@paulhastings.com>
Subject: Google, Inc. and Nest Labs, Inc., 32-CA-164766 and 32-CA-176462
Importance: High
 
Counsel,
 
The Region is considering a short postponement of the hearing now scheduled to begin in these

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)



cases on February 4, 2019.  Please advise me as soon as possible whether you and your respective
clients are available and amenable to commencing the hearing on a date beginning sometime during
the week of March 4, 2019.  While I realize many of you may already be away for the holidays, I
thank you in advance for your anticipated responses.
 
D. Criss Parker
Field Attorney
National Labor Relations Board
Region 32
1301 Clay Street
Suite 300N
Oakland, CA  94612
(510) 671-3035 Phone
(510) 637-3315  Fax
criss.parker@nlrb.gov
 
 









From: Latham, J. Al
To: Ventola, Catherine L.
Cc: Parker, D. Criss; Fox, Cameron W.; Latham, J. Al
Subject: RE: Proposed Informal Settlements in Cases 32-CA-164766 and 32-CA-176462
Date: Friday, August 2, 2019 6:05:42 PM
Attachments: image001.png

mg info.txt

Thank you.  We will review with our client and get back to you.
 
Al Latham
 
 

____________________________________________________________________________
Al Latham | Partner, Employment Law Department 
Paul Hastings LLP | 515 South Flower Street, Twenty-Fifth Floor, Los Angeles, CA
90071 | Direct: +1.213.683.6319 | Main: +1.213.683.6000 | Fax:
+1.213.996.3319 |
allatham@paulhastings.com | www.paulhastings.com

 
 
 
 

From: Ventola, Catherine L. <Catherine.Ventola@nlrb.gov> 
Sent: Friday, August 2, 2019 3:01 PM
To: Latham, J. Al <allatham@paulhastings.com>
Cc: Parker, D. Criss <D.Parker@nlrb.gov>
Subject: [EXT] Proposed Informal Settlements in Cases 32-CA-164766 and 32-CA-176462
 
Dear Mr. Latham:

On behalf of Criss Parker, I am sending the attached proposed informal settlements in the above cases.   Please
note that the posting requirements and the notice language are identical.  Please contact Mr. Parker (510-671-
3035) or myself at your earliest convenience to discuss.  We look forward to reaching a resolution in these
matters.   
 
 
Catherine Ventola,
Supervisory Attorney 



UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 

SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 
 

IN THE MATTER OF  
GOOGLE, INC., A subsidiary of Alphabet, Inc. Case 32-CA-164766 

 
 
Subject to the approval of the Regional Director for the National Labor Relations Board, the Charged Party and 
the Charging Party HEREBY AGREE TO SETTLE THE ABOVE MATTER AS FOLLOWS: 
 
POSTING OF NOTICE — After the Regional Director has approved this Agreement, the Regional Office will 
send copies of the approved Notice to the Charged Party in English and in additional languages if the Regional 
Director decides that it is appropriate to do so.  A responsible official of the Charged Party will then sign and date 
those Notices and immediately post them in a place customarily used by the Charged Party for posting notices to 
employees at its corporate headquarters located at 1600 Amphitheater Parkway in Mountain View, California and 
the Nest Labs headquarters located at 3400 Hillview Avenue in Palo Alto, California.  The Charged Party will 
keep all Notices posted for 60 consecutive days after the initial posting. 
INTRANET POSTING - The Charged Party will also post a copy of the Notice in English and in additional 
languages if the Regional Director decides that it is appropriate to do so, on its intranet at “Internal Google Plus 
(G+)” (or a comparable location if G+  does not exist) and keep it continuously posted there for 60 consecutive 
days from the date it was originally posted.  The Charged Party will submit a paper copy of the intranet or 
website posting to the Region’s Compliance Officer at paloma.loya@nlrb.gov when it submits the Certification 
of Posting and provide a password for a password protected intranet site in the event it is necessary to check the 
electronic posting. 
COMPLIANCE WITH NOTICE — The Charged Party will comply with all the terms and provisions of said 
Notice.  
SCOPE OF THE AGREEMENT — This Agreement settles only the allegations in the above-captioned 
case(s), and does not settle any other case(s) or matters.  It does not prevent persons from filing charges, the 
General Counsel from prosecuting complaints, or the Board and the courts from finding violations with respect 
to matters that happened before this Agreement was approved regardless of whether General Counsel knew of 
those matters or could have easily found them out.  The General Counsel reserves the right to use the evidence 
obtained in the investigation and prosecution of the above-captioned case(s) for any relevant purpose in the 
litigation of this or any other case(s), and a judge, the Board and the courts may make findings of fact and/or 
conclusions of law with respect to that evidence.  By approving this Agreement the Regional Director 
withdraws any Complaint(s) and Notice(s) of Hearing previously issued in the above case(s), and the Charged 
Party withdraws any answer(s) filed in response. 

PARTIES TO THE AGREEMENT — If the Charging Party fails or refuses to become a party to this 
Agreement and the Regional Director determines that it will promote the policies of the National Labor 
Relations Act, the Regional Director may approve the settlement agreement and decline to issue or reissue a 
Complaint in this matter.  If that occurs, this Agreement shall be between the Charged Party and the 
undersigned Regional Director.  In that case, a Charging Party may request review of the decision to approve 
the Agreement.  If the General Counsel does not sustain the Regional Director's approval, this Agreement shall 
be null and void. 
AUTHORIZATION TO PROVIDE COMPLIANCE INFORMATION AND NOTICES DIRECTLY TO 
CHARGED PARTY — Counsel for the Charged Party authorizes the Regional Office to forward the cover letter 
describing the general expectations and instructions to achieve compliance, a conformed settlement, original 
notices and a certification of posting directly to the Charged Party. If such authorization is granted, Counsel will 
be simultaneously served with a courtesy copy of these documents. 



 
Yes __________  No __________ 

Initials  Initials 

PERFORMANCE — Performance by the Charged Party with the terms and provisions of this Agreement shall 
commence immediately after the Agreement is approved by the Regional Director, or if the Charging Party does 
not enter into this Agreement, performance shall commence immediately upon receipt by the Charged Party of 
notice that no review has been requested or that the General Counsel has sustained the Regional Director. 
The Charged Party agrees that in case of non-compliance with any of the terms of this Settlement Agreement by 
the Charged Party, and after 14 days’ notice from the Regional Director of the National Labor Relations Board 
of such non-compliance without remedy by the Charged Party, the Regional Director will reissue the Amended 
Consolidated Complaint that previously issued on November 11, 2018. 
 
NOTIFICATION OF COMPLIANCE — Each party to this Agreement will notify the Regional Director in 
writing what steps the Charged Party has taken to comply with the Agreement.  This notification shall be given 
within 5 days, and again after 60 days, from the date of the approval of this Agreement.  If the Charging Party 
does not enter into this Agreement, initial notice shall be given within 5 days after notification from the 
Regional Director that the Charging Party did not request review or that the General Counsel sustained the 
Regional Director’s approval of this agreement.  No further action shall be taken in the above captioned case(s) 
provided that the Charged Party complies with the terms and conditions of this Settlement Agreement and 
Notice. 
 

Charged Party  
Google, Inc., A subsidiary of Alphabet 

Charging Party  
 

By:            Name and Title 
 
 
 

Date 
 
 

By:          Name and Title 
 
 
 

Date 
 
 

Print Name and Title below 
 
 
 

Print Name and Title below 
 
 
 

 
Recommended By: 
 
 
D. Criss Parker 
Field Attorney 

Date 
 
 
 

Approved By: 
 
 
VALERIE HARDY-MAHONEY 
Regional Director, Region 32 

Date 
 
 

  
 

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)



(To be printed and posted on official Board notice form) 
 

 
FEDERAL LAW GIVES YOU THE RIGHT TO: 

• Form, join, or assist a union; 
• Choose a representative to bargain with us on your behalf; 
• Act together with other employees for your benefit and protection; 
• Choose not to engage in any of these protected activities. 

WE WILL NOT do anything to prevent you from exercising the above rights. 

YOU HAVE THE RIGHT to discuss wages, hours, and working conditions with other 
employees, the press/media, and other third parties, and WE WILL NOT do anything to 
interfere with your exercise of those rights. 
YOU HAVE THE RIGHT to freely bring workplace diversity issues and requests to clarify 
permissible workplace behavior to us on behalf of yourself and other employees and WE WILL 
NOT do anything to interfere with your exercise of that right.  
WE WILL NOT threaten employees with unspecified reprisal, including telling employees that 
they are doing damage to their careers, because they presented workplace diversity issues to us 
and requested clarifications of permissible workplace behavior. 
WE WILL NOT reprimand, discipline, or issue a final written warning to you because you 
exercise your right to bring to us, on behalf of yourself and other employees, issues and complaints 
regarding your wages, hours, and other terms and conditions of employment. 

WE WILL NOT make it appear to you that we are watching out for your protected concerted 
activities or ask that you report other employees who are engaging in activity regarding their 
wages, hours, and working conditions. 

WE WILL NOT threaten you with the loss of your job or other retaliation if you engage in 
activity with other employees regarding your wages, hours, and working conditions. 

WE WILL NOT prohibit you from discussing or sharing information relating to your 
performance, salaries, benefits, discipline, training, or any other terms and conditions of your 
employment and WE HAVE rescinded any such unlawful rules from our Data Classification 
Guidelines and related Data Security Policy. 
 
WE WILL NOT maintain rules that define “confidential information” to include employee 
information about wages and terms and conditions of employment and WE HAVE rescinded 
sections of our Data Security Policy and our Data Classification Guidelines that used such a 
definition of “confidential information.” 
 
WE WILL NOT prohibit you from talking to the press/media about your terms and conditions of 
employment or require you to obtain prior approval before speaking with the press/media and WE 
HAVE rescinded any such unlawful rules in our Appropriate Conduct Policy, the “Interacting with 





UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 

SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 
 

IN THE MATTER OF  
GOOGLE, INC. AND NEST LABS, INC., A SINGLE EMPLOYER Case 32-CA-176462 

 
 
Subject to the approval of the Regional Director for the National Labor Relations Board, the Charged Party and 
the Charging Party HEREBY AGREE TO SETTLE THE ABOVE MATTER AS FOLLOWS: 
 
POSTING OF NOTICE — After the Regional Director has approved this Agreement, the Regional Office will 
send copies of the approved Notice to the Charged Party in English and in additional languages if the Regional 
Director decides that it is appropriate to do so.  A responsible official of the Charged Party will then sign and date 
those Notices and immediately post them in a place customarily used by the Charged Party for posting notices to 
employees at its corporate headquarters located at 1600 Amphitheater Parkway in Mountain View, California and 
the  Nest Labs, Inc. headquarters located at 3400 Hillview Avenue in Palo Alto, California, within the United 
States of America.  The Charged Party will keep all Notices posted for 60 consecutive days after the initial posting. 
INTRANET POSTING - The Charged Party will also post a copy of the Notice in English and in additional 
languages if the Regional Director decides that it is appropriate to do so, on its intranet at “Internal Google Plus 
(G+)”  (or a comparable location if G+  does not exist) and keep it continuously posted there for 60 consecutive 
days from the date it was originally posted.  The Charged Party will submit a paper copy of the intranet or 
website posting to the Region’s Compliance Officer when it submits the Certification of Posting and provide a 
password for a password protected intranet site in the event it is necessary to check the electronic posting. 
COMPLIANCE WITH NOTICE — The Charged Party will comply with all the terms and provisions of said 
Notice.  
SCOPE OF THE AGREEMENT — This Agreement settles only the allegations in the above-captioned 
case(s), and does not settle any other case(s) or matters.  It does not prevent persons from filing charges, the 
General Counsel from prosecuting complaints, or the Board and the courts from finding violations with respect 
to matters that happened before this Agreement was approved regardless of whether General Counsel knew of 
those matters or could have easily found them out.  The General Counsel reserves the right to use the evidence 
obtained in the investigation and prosecution of the above-captioned case(s) for any relevant purpose in the 
litigation of this or any other case(s), and a judge, the Board and the courts may make findings of fact and/or 
conclusions of law with respect to that evidence.  By approving this Agreement the Regional Director 
withdraws any Complaint(s) and Notice(s) of Hearing previously issued in the above case(s), and the Charged 
Party withdraws any answer(s) filed in response. 

PARTIES TO THE AGREEMENT — If the Charging Party fails or refuses to become a party to this 
Agreement and the Regional Director determines that it will promote the policies of the National Labor 
Relations Act, the Regional Director may approve the settlement agreement and decline to issue or reissue a 
Complaint in this matter.  If that occurs, this Agreement shall be between the Charged Party and the 
undersigned Regional Director.  In that case, a Charging Party may request review of the decision to approve 
the Agreement.  If the General Counsel does not sustain the Regional Director's approval, this Agreement shall 
be null and void. 
AUTHORIZATION TO PROVIDE COMPLIANCE INFORMATION AND NOTICES DIRECTLY TO 
CHARGED PARTY — Counsel for the Charged Party authorizes the Regional Office to forward the cover letter 
describing the general expectations and instructions to achieve compliance, a conformed settlement, original 
notices and a certification of posting directly to the Charged Party. If such authorization is granted, Counsel will 
be simultaneously served with a courtesy copy of these documents. 

 



Yes __________  No __________ 
Initials  Initials 

PERFORMANCE — Performance by the Charged Party with the terms and provisions of this Agreement shall 
commence immediately after the Agreement is approved by the Regional Director, or if the Charging Party does 
not enter into this Agreement, performance shall commence immediately upon receipt by the Charged Party of 
notice that no review has been requested or that the General Counsel has sustained the Regional Director. 
The Charged Party agrees that in case of non-compliance with any of the terms of this Settlement Agreement by 
the Charged Party, and after 14 days’ notice from the Regional Director of the National Labor Relations Board 
of such non-compliance without remedy by the Charged Party, the Regional Director will reissue the Amended 
Consolidated Complaint that previously issued on November 18, 2018.  
 
NOTIFICATION OF COMPLIANCE — Each party to this Agreement will notify the Regional Director in 
writing what steps the Charged Party has taken to comply with the Agreement.  This notification shall be given 
within 5 days, and again after 60 days, from the date of the approval of this Agreement.  If the Charging Party 
does not enter into this Agreement, initial notice shall be given within 5 days after notification from the 
Regional Director that the Charging Party did not request review or that the General Counsel sustained the 
Regional Director’s approval of this agreement.  No further action shall be taken in the above captioned case(s) 
provided that the Charged Party complies with the terms and conditions of this Settlement Agreement and 
Notice. 
 

Charged Party  
Google, Inc., and Nest Labs, Inc. 

Charging Party  
 

By:            Name and Title 
 
 
 

Date 
 
 

By:          Name and Title 
 
 
 

Date 
 
 

Print Name and Title below 
 
 
 

Print Name and Title below 
 
 
 

 
Recommended By: 
 
 
D. Criss Parker 
Field Attorney 

Date 
 
 
 

Approved By: 
 
 
VALERIE HARDY-MAHONEY 
Regional Director, Region 32 

Date 
 
 

  
 

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)



(To be printed and posted on official Board notice form) 
 

 
FEDERAL LAW GIVES YOU THE RIGHT TO: 

• Form, join, or assist a union; 
• Choose a representative to bargain with us on your behalf; 
• Act together with other employees for your benefit and protection; 
• Choose not to engage in any of these protected activities. 

WE WILL NOT do anything to prevent you from exercising the above rights. 

YOU HAVE THE RIGHT to discuss wages, hours, and working conditions with other 
employees, the press/media, and other third parties, and WE WILL NOT do anything to 
interfere with your exercise of those rights. 
YOU HAVE THE RIGHT to freely bring workplace diversity issues and requests to clarify 
permissible workplace behavior to us on behalf of yourself and other employees and WE WILL 
NOT do anything to interfere with your exercise of that right.  
WE WILL NOT threaten employees with unspecified reprisal, including telling employees that 
they are doing damage to their careers, because they presented workplace diversity issues to us 
and requested clarifications of permissible workplace behavior. 
WE WILL NOT reprimand, discipline, or issue a final written warning to you because you 
exercise your right to bring to us, on behalf of yourself and other employees, issues and complaints 
regarding your wages, hours, and other terms and conditions of employment. 

WE WILL NOT make it appear to you that we are watching out for your protected concerted 
activities or ask that you report other employees who are engaging in activity regarding their 
wages, hours, and working conditions. 

WE WILL NOT threaten you with the loss of your job or other retaliation if you engage in 
activity with other employees regarding your wages, hours, and working conditions. 

WE WILL NOT prohibit you from discussing or sharing information relating to your 
performance, salaries, benefits, discipline, training, or any other terms and conditions of your 
employment and WE HAVE rescinded any such unlawful rules from our Data Classification 
Guidelines and related Data Security Policy. 
 
WE WILL NOT maintain rules that define “confidential information” to include employee 
information about wages and terms and conditions of employment and WE HAVE rescinded 
sections of our Data Security Policy and our Data Classification Guidelines that used such a 
definition of “confidential information.” 
 
WE WILL NOT prohibit you from talking to the press/media about your terms and conditions of 
employment or require you to obtain prior approval before speaking with the press/media and WE 
HAVE rescinded any such unlawful rules in our Appropriate Conduct Policy, the “Interacting with 





 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   Google, Inc., and Nest Labs, Inc. 
   (Employer) 

 
 

Dated:  By:   
   (Representative) (Title) 

 
 

The National Labor Relations Board is an independent Federal agency created in 1935 to 
enforce the National Labor Relations Act.  We conduct secret-ballot elections to determine 
whether employees want union representation and we investigate and remedy unfair labor 
practices by employers and unions.  To find out more about your rights under the Act and how to 
file a charge or election petition, you may speak confidentially to any agent with the Board’s 
Regional Office set forth below or you may call the Board's toll-free number 1-866-667-NLRB 
(1-866-667-6572).  Hearing impaired persons may contact the Agency's TTY service at 1-866-
315-NLRB.  You may also obtain information from the Board’s website: www.nlrb.gov. 

1301 Clay St Ste 300N 
Oakland, CA 94612-5224 

Telephone:  (510)637-3300 
Hours of Operation:  8:30 a.m. to 5 p.m. 

 
 
 

THIS IS AN OFFICIAL NOTICE AND MUST NOT BE DEFACED BY ANYONE 



This notice must remain posted for 60 consecutive days from the date of posting and must not be altered, 
defaced or covered by any other material.  Any questions concerning this notice or compliance with its 
provisions may be directed to the above Regional Office's Compliance Officer. 



UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 

SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 
 

IN THE MATTER OF  
GOOGLE, INC., A subsidiary of Alphabet, Inc. Case 32-CA-164766 

 
 
Subject to the approval of the Regional Director for the National Labor Relations Board, the Charged Party and 
the Charging Party HEREBY AGREE TO SETTLE THE ABOVE MATTER AS FOLLOWS: 
 
POSTING OF NOTICE — After the Regional Director has approved this Agreement, the Regional Office will 
send copies of the approved Notice to the Charged Party in English and in additional languages if the Regional 
Director decides that it is appropriate to do so.  A responsible official of the Charged Party will then sign and date 
those Notices and immediately post them in a place customarily used by the Charged Party for posting notices to 
employees at its corporate headquarters located at 1600 Amphitheater Parkway in Mountain View, California and 
the Nest Labs headquarters located at 3400 Hillview Avenue in Palo Alto, California.  The Charged Party will 
keep all Notices posted for 60 consecutive days after the initial posting. 
INTRANET POSTING - The Charged Party will also post a copy of the Notice in English and in additional 
languages if the Regional Director decides that it is appropriate to do so, on its intranet (“MOMA”) home 
screen and keep it continuously posted there for 60 consecutive days from the date it was originally posted.  The 
Charged Party will submit a paper copy of the intranet or website posting to the Region’s Compliance Officer at 
paloma.loya@nlrb.gov when it submits the Certification of Posting and provide a screenshot of the home screen 
in the event it is necessary to check the electronic posting. 
COMPLIANCE WITH NOTICE — The Charged Party will comply with all the terms and provisions of said 
Notice. 
NON-ADMISSION CLAUSE – By entering into this Settlement Agreement, the Charged Party does not admit 
that it has violated the National Labor Relations Act or any other law. 
SCOPE OF THE AGREEMENT — This Agreement settles only the allegations in the above-captioned 
case(s), and does not settle any other case(s) or matters.  It does not prevent persons from filing charges, the 
General Counsel from prosecuting complaints, or the Board and the courts from finding violations with respect 
to matters that happened before this Agreement was approved regardless of whether General Counsel knew of 
those matters or could have easily found them out.  The General Counsel reserves the right to use the evidence 
obtained in the investigation and prosecution of the above-captioned case(s) for any relevant purpose in the 
litigation of this or any other case(s), and a judge, the Board and the courts may make findings of fact and/or 
conclusions of law with respect to that evidence.  By approving this Agreement the Regional Director 
withdraws any Complaint(s) and Notice(s) of Hearing previously issued in the above case(s), and the Charged 
Party withdraws any answer(s) filed in response. 

PARTIES TO THE AGREEMENT — If the Charging Party fails or refuses to become a party to this 
Agreement and the Regional Director determines that it will promote the policies of the National Labor 
Relations Act, the Regional Director may approve the settlement agreement and decline to issue or reissue a 
Complaint in this matter.  If that occurs, this Agreement shall be between the Charged Party and the 
undersigned Regional Director.  In that case, a Charging Party may request review of the decision to approve 
the Agreement.  If the General Counsel does not sustain the Regional Director's approval, this Agreement shall 
be null and void. 
 
AUTHORIZATION TO PROVIDE COMPLIANCE INFORMATION AND NOTICES DIRECTLY TO 
CHARGED PARTY — Counsel for the Charged Party authorizes the Regional Office to forward the cover letter 
describing the general expectations and instructions to achieve compliance, a conformed settlement, original 



notices and a certification of posting directly to the Charged Party. If such authorization is granted, Counsel will 
be simultaneously served with a courtesy copy of these documents. 

 
Yes _______JAL___  No __________ 

Initials  Initials 

PERFORMANCE — Performance by the Charged Party with the terms and provisions of this Agreement shall 
commence immediately after the Agreement is approved by the Regional Director, or if the Charging Party does 
not enter into this Agreement, performance shall commence immediately upon receipt by the Charged Party of 
notice that no review has been requested or that the General Counsel has sustained the Regional Director. 
The Charged Party agrees that in case of non-compliance with any of the terms of this Settlement Agreement by 
the Charged Party, and after 14 days’ notice from the Regional Director of the National Labor Relations Board 
of such non-compliance without remedy by the Charged Party, the Regional Director will reissue the Amended 
Consolidated Complaint that previously issued on November 11, 2018. 
 
NOTIFICATION OF COMPLIANCE — Each party to this Agreement will notify the Regional Director in 
writing what steps the Charged Party has taken to comply with the Agreement.  This notification shall be given 
within 5 days, and again after 60 days, from the date of the approval of this Agreement.  If the Charging Party 
does not enter into this Agreement, initial notice shall be given within 5 days after notification from the 
Regional Director that the Charging Party did not request review or that the General Counsel sustained the 
Regional Director’s approval of this agreement.  No further action shall be taken in the above captioned case(s) 
provided that the Charged Party complies with the terms and conditions of this Settlement Agreement and 
Notice. 
 

Charged Party  
Google, Inc., A subsidiary of Alphabet 

Charging Party  
 

By:            Name and Title 
 
 
/s/ J Al Latham, Jr. 

Date 
 
8/26/19 

By:          Name and Title 
 
 
 

Date 
 
 

Print Name and Title below 
 
J. Al Latham, Jr. 
Attorney for Google +  Nest 
 

Print Name and Title below 
 
 
 

 
Recommended By: 
 
/s/ D. Criss Parker 
D. Criss Parker 
Field Attorney 

Date 
 
9/09/19 
 

Approved By: 
 
/s/ Valerie Hardy-Mahoney 
VALERIE HARDY-MAHONEY 
Regional Director, Region 32 

Date 
 
9-9-19 

  
 

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)



(To be printed and posted on official Board notice form) 
 

 
FEDERAL LAW GIVES YOU THE RIGHT TO: 

• Form, join, or assist a union; 
• Choose a representative to bargain with us on your behalf; 
• Act together with other employees for your benefit and protection; 
• Choose not to engage in any of these protected activities. 

WE WILL NOT do anything to prevent you from exercising the above rights. 

YOU HAVE THE RIGHT to discuss wages, hours, and working conditions with other 
employees, the press/media, and other third parties, and WE WILL NOT do anything to 
interfere with your exercise of those rights. 
YOU HAVE THE RIGHT to freely bring workplace diversity issues and requests to clarify 
permissible workplace behavior to us on behalf of yourself and other employees and WE WILL 
NOT do anything to interfere with your exercise of that right.  
WE WILL NOT threaten employees because they presented workplace diversity issues to us and 
requested clarifications of permissible workplace behavior. 
WE WILL NOT reprimand, discipline, or issue a final written warning to you because you 
exercise your right to bring to us, on behalf of yourself and other employees, issues and complaints 
regarding your wages, hours, and other terms and conditions of employment. 

WE WILL NOT make it appear to you that we are watching out for your protected concerted 
activities or ask that you report other employees who are engaging in protected concerted activity 
regarding their wages, hours, and working conditions. 

WE WILL NOT threaten you with the loss of your job or other retaliation if you engage in 
protected activity with other employees regarding your wages, hours, and working conditions. 

WE WILL NOT prohibit you from discussing or sharing information relating to your 
performance, salaries, benefits, discipline, training, or any other terms and conditions of your 
employment and WE HAVE rescinded any such rules from our Data Classification Guidelines 
and related Data Security Policy effective November 2016. 
 
WE WILL NOT maintain rules that define “confidential information” to include employee 
information about wages and terms and conditions of employment and WE HAVE rescinded 
sections of our Data Security Policy and our Data Classification Guidelines that arguably used 
such a definition of “confidential information” effective November 2016. 
 
WE WILL NOT prohibit you from talking to the press/media about your terms and conditions of 
employment or require you to obtain prior approval before speaking with the press/media and WE 
HAVE rescinded any such rules in our Appropriate Conduct Policy, the “Interacting with the 
Press” provision in the Employee Communications Policy, and the “Outside Communication and 





From: Latham, J. Al
To: Ventola, Catherine L.
Cc: Parker, D. Criss; Fox, Cameron W.; Latham, J. Al
Subject: RE: Proposed Informal Settlements in Cases 32-CA-164766 and 32-CA-176462
Date: Tuesday, August 13, 2019 8:13:45 PM
Attachments: image001.png

mg info.txt

Ms. Ventola,
 
I wanted to let you know that we’ve not forgotten about you. 
 
We recognize that the Region has made substantial movement in an effort to resolve these cases --- which is
appreciated.   Google is carefully reviewing the proposal, and we will get back to you as soon as we have answers
from our client.
 
Al Latham
 
 

____________________________________________________________________________
Al Latham | Partner, Employment Law Department 
Paul Hastings LLP | 515 South Flower Street, Twenty-Fifth Floor, Los Angeles, CA
90071 | Direct: +1.213.683.6319 | Main: +1.213.683.6000 | Fax:
+1.213.996.3319 |
allatham@paulhastings.com | www.paulhastings.com

 
 
 
 
 

From: Latham, J. Al 
Sent: Friday, August 2, 2019 3:06 PM
To: 'Ventola, Catherine L.' <Catherine.Ventola@nlrb.gov>
Cc: Parker, D. Criss <D.Parker@nlrb.gov>; Fox, Cameron W. <cameronfox@paulhastings.com>; Latham, J. Al
<allatham@paulhastings.com>
Subject: RE: Proposed Informal Settlements in Cases 32-CA-164766 and 32-CA-176462
 
Thank you.  We will review with our client and get back to you.
 
Al Latham
 
 

____________________________________________________________________________
Al Latham | Partner, Employment Law Department 
Paul Hastings LLP | 515 South Flower Street, Twenty-Fifth Floor, Los Angeles, CA
90071 | Direct: +1.213.683.6319 | Main: +1.213.683.6000 | Fax:
+1.213.996.3319 |
allatham@paulhastings.com | www.paulhastings.com

 
 
 
 

From: Ventola, Catherine L. <Catherine.Ventola@nlrb.gov> 

  

  



Sent: Friday, August 2, 2019 3:01 PM
To: Latham, J. Al <allatham@paulhastings.com>
Cc: Parker, D. Criss <D.Parker@nlrb.gov>
Subject: [EXT] Proposed Informal Settlements in Cases 32-CA-164766 and 32-CA-176462
 
Dear Mr. Latham:

On behalf of Criss Parker, I am sending the attached proposed informal settlements in the above cases.   Please
note that the posting requirements and the notice language are identical.  Please contact Mr. Parker (510-671-
3035) or myself at your earliest convenience to discuss.  We look forward to reaching a resolution in these
matters.   
 
 
Catherine Ventola,
Supervisory Attorney 



From: Latham  J. Al
To: Ventola  Catherine L.
Cc: Parker  D. Criss; Latham  J. Al
Subject: Informal settlement of 32-CA-164766 and 32-CA-176462
Date: Wednesday  August 21  2019 8:51:27 PM
Attachments: 20190821144055612.pdf

mg_info.txt

Dear Ms. Ventola,

Please extend my thanks to the Regional Director for her obvious commitment to breaking  through the obstacles to settlement.  I now think we can get it done.

Attached are our proposed tweaks to the Agreement and the Notice.  I have used the template for 31-CA-164766, but of course the same edits would apply to 32-CA-176462.  

The Notice would go up on the home screen of Google's intranet, called "MOMA."  That's where Google routinely posts notices to employees.  I had previously thought the intranet was called Google Plus or G , but I was mistaken. 

I'm also informed that there is no password that would provide outside access to Google's intranet.   We will, of course, provide a Certification of Posting, and can offer a screenshot of the home page showing the posting.  

We require a non-admissions clause, especially as there is separate ongoing litigation with both charging parties.  (We are aware, of course, that there can be no side-posting with the Notice.)

I think our changes to the Notice itself are self-explanatory, but please let me know if you have questions.

With these changes, I am authorized to represent that Google would enter into the settlement agreements --- whether or not the Charging Parties do so.

Having gotten this far, we're prepared to move quickly to finalize a deal.  Please let me know the Region's position as soon as you can.

Thanks.

Al Latham

____________________________________________________________________________

Al Latham | Partner, Employment Law Department Paul Hastings LLP | 515 South Flower Street, Twenty-Fifth Floor, Los Angeles, CA
90071 | Direct: 1.213.683.6319 | Main: 1.213.683.6000 | Fax: 1.213.996.3319 | allatham@paulhastings.com | https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?
url www.paulhastings.com&amp;data 02%7C01%7C%7C5507e845c74d456b548a08d7269ad7a0%7C5e453ed8e33843bb90754ed5b8a8caa4%7C0%7C1%7C637020318845537628&amp;sdata Y8KDKpBQPr%2BBBCxLWW9noPyoZHP6f5ucQs5ZqloOEk4%3D&amp;reserved 0

(b) (6), (b  (b) (6),  











From: Latham, J. Al
To: Parker, D. Criss
Cc: Hardy-Mahoney, Valerie M.; Kwon, Christy; Ventola, Catherine L.; Latham, J. Al
Subject: RE: Revised Google Settlement Agreements
Date: Thursday, August 22, 2019 1:22:43 PM
Attachments: image001.png

mg info.txt

Excellent.  Thank you. 
 
I will review and expect to get this back to you today.
 
Al
 
 

____________________________________________________________________________
Al Latham | Partner, Employment Law Department 
Paul Hastings LLP | 515 South Flower Street, Twenty-Fifth Floor, Los Angeles, CA
90071 | Direct: +1.213.683.6319 | Main: +1.213.683.6000 | Fax:
+1.213.996.3319 |
allatham@paulhastings.com | www.paulhastings.com

 
 
 
 

From: Parker, D. Criss <D.Parker@nlrb.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 10:19 AM
To: Latham, J. Al <allatham@paulhastings.com>
Cc: Hardy-Mahoney, Valerie M. <Valerie.Hardy-Mahoney@nlrb.gov>; Kwon, Christy <Christy.Kwon@nlrb.gov>;
Ventola, Catherine L. <Catherine.Ventola@nlrb.gov>
Subject: [EXT] Revised Google Settlement Agreements
Importance: High
 
Dear Mr. Latham,
 
The Region has reviewed and considered all of the changes to the informal settlement agreements proposed in
your August 21, 2019 email and has found them to be acceptable.  I am therefore attaching revised settlement
agreements in both the  matters for your review and signature.  After obtaining your client’s
signature or authorization for you to sign, please return the signed settlements to our office as soon as possible. 
Because of various interwoven vacation schedules this week and next, I recommend that you send your email with
the signed settlements to ALL of the potentially interested Board agents who could be involved in some stage of
processing the settlements, those being the Regional Director at valerie.hardy-mahoney@nlrb.gov, the Regional
Attorney at christy.kwon@nlrb.gov, my supervisor at catherine.ventola@nlrb.gov, and me at
criss.parker@nlrb.gov.  Thank you in advance for your anticipated cooperation.
 
D. Criss Parker
Field Attorney
National Labor Relations Board
Region 32
1301 Clay Street
Suite 300N
Oakland, CA  94612
(510) 671-3035 Phone
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(510) 637-3315 Fax
criss.parker@nlrb.gov
 



From: Hardy-Mahoney  Va erie M.
To: Parker  D. Criss
Cc: Vento a  Catherine L.; Kwon  Chr sty
Subject: RE: Informal settlement of 32-CA-164766  and 32-CA-176462
Date: Thursday  August 22  2019 12:50:00 PM

-----Original Message-----
From: Parker, D. Criss <D.Parker@nlrb.gov>
Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 9:36 AM
To: Hardy-Mahoney, Valerie M. <Valerie.Hardy-Mahoney@nlrb.gov>
Cc: Ventola, Catherine L. <Catherine.Ventola@nlrb.gov>; Kwon, Christy <Christy.Kwon@nlrb.gov>
Subject: RE: Informal settlement of 32-CA-164766 and 32-CA-176462 
Importance: High

-----Original Message-----
From: Hardy-Mahoney, Valerie M. <Valerie.Hardy-Mahoney@nlrb.gov>
Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 9:08 AM
To: Parker, D. Criss <D.Parker@nlrb.gov>
Cc: Ventola, Catherine L. <Catherine.Ventola@nlrb.gov>; Kwon, Christy <Christy.Kwon@nlrb.gov>
Subject: FW: Informal settlement of 32-CA-164766 and 32-CA-176462 

Thank you,

Val

-----Original Message-----
From: Latham, J. Al <allatham@paulhastings.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2019 6:22 PM
To: Hardy-Mahoney, Valerie M. <Valerie.Hardy-Mahoney@nlrb.gov>
Cc: Latham, J. Al <allatham@paulhastings.com>
Subject: FW: Informal settlement of 32-CA-164766 and 32-CA-176462 

Valerie,

I got an out-of-office message from Catherine Ventola.  In light of that message, I'm sending this to you directly in hopes of keeping the train on track.  I think we can get this done if we seize the opportunity quickly.

Thanks.

Al

____________________________________________________________________________

Al Latham | Partner, Employment Law Department Paul Hastings LLP | 515 South Flower Street, Twenty-Fifth Floor, Los Angeles, CA
90071 | Direct: 1.213.683.6319 | Main: 1.213.683.6000 | Fax: 1.213.996.3319 | allatham@paulhastings.com | https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?
url www.paulhastings.com&amp;data 02%7C01%7C%7C160f9ebbc8a7427bc8e308d72720c4c1%7C5e453ed8e33843bb90754ed5b8a8caa4%7C0%7C0%7C637020893997214221&amp;sdata rGrOJ%2B8cQX85J4VgYBdDvEOFBEmMMmr%2BOfUF2ojcrAM%3D&amp;reserved 0

 

-----Original Message-----
From: Latham, J. Al <allatham@paulhastings.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2019 5:50 PM
To: Ventola, Catherine L. <Catherine.Ventola@nlrb.gov>
Cc: Parker, D. Criss <D.Parker@nlrb.gov>; Latham, J. Al <allatham@paulhastings.com>
Subject: Informal settlement of 32-CA-164766  and 32-CA-176462 

Dear Ms. Ventola,

Please extend my thanks to the Regional Director for her obvious commitment to breaking  through the obstacles to settlement.  I now think we can get it done.

Attached are our proposed tweaks to the Agreement and the Notice.  I have used the template for 31-CA-164766, but of course the same edits would apply to 32-CA-176462.  

The Notice would go up on the home screen of Google's intranet, called "MOMA."  That's where Google routinely posts notices to employees.  I had previously thought the intranet was called Google Plus or G , but I was mistaken. 

I'm also informed that there is no password that would provide outside access to Google's intranet.   We will, of course, provide a Certification of Posting, and can offer a screenshot of the home page showing the posting.  

We require a non-admissions clause, especially as there is separate ongoing litigation with both charging parties.  (We are aware, of course, that there can be no side-posting with the Notice.)

I think our changes to the Notice itself are self-explanatory, but please let me know if you have questions.

With these changes, I am authorized to represent that Google would enter into the settlement agreements --- whether or not the Charging Parties do so.

Having gotten this far, we're prepared to move quickly to finalize a deal.  Please let me know the Region's position as soon as you can.

Thanks.

Al Latham

____________________________________________________________________________

Al Latham | Partner, Employment Law Department Paul Hastings LLP | 515 South Flower Street, Twenty-Fifth Floor, Los Angeles, CA
90071 | Direct: 1.213.683.6319 | Main: 1.213.683.6000 | Fax: 1.213.996.3319 | allatham@paulhastings.com | https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?
url www.paulhastings.com&amp;data 02%7C01%7C%7C160f9ebbc8a7427bc8e308d72720c4c1%7C5e453ed8e33843bb90754ed5b8a8caa4%7C0%7C0%7C637020893997214221&amp;sdata rGrOJ%2B8cQX85J4VgYBdDvEOFBEmMMmr%2BOfUF2ojcrAM%3D&amp;reserved 0

(b) (6), (b  (b) (6),  

(b) (5)

(b) (6), (b) (b) (6), (b  

(b) (5)
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From: Parker, D. Criss
To: Latham, J. Al
Cc: Hardy-Mahoney, Valerie M.; Kwon, Christy; Ventola, Catherine L.
Subject: Revised Google Settlement Agreements
Date: Thursday, August 22, 2019 1:18:53 PM
Attachments: SET.32-CA-164766.8-22-19 Revised Informal Board Settlement Agreement.pdf

SET.32-CA-176462.8-22-19 Revised Informal Board Settlement Agreement.pdf
Importance: High

Dear Mr. Latham,
 
The Region has reviewed and considered all of the changes to the informal settlement agreements
proposed in your August 21, 2019 email and has found them to be acceptable.  I am therefore
attaching revised settlement agreements in both the  matters for your review
and signature.  After obtaining your client’s signature or authorization for you to sign, please return
the signed settlements to our office as soon as possible.  Because of various interwoven vacation
schedules this week and next, I recommend that you send your email with the signed settlements to
ALL of the potentially interested Board agents who could be involved in some stage of processing the
settlements, those being the Regional Director at valerie.hardy-mahoney@nlrb.gov, the Regional
Attorney at christy.kwon@nlrb.gov, my supervisor at catherine.ventola@nlrb.gov, and me at
criss.parker@nlrb.gov.  Thank you in advance for your anticipated cooperation.
 
D. Criss Parker
Field Attorney
National Labor Relations Board
Region 32
1301 Clay Street
Suite 300N
Oakland, CA  94612
(510) 671-3035 Phone
(510) 637-3315 Fax
criss.parker@nlrb.gov
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 

REGION 32 
 
         
       ) 
Google, Inc., a subsidiary of Alphabet, Inc.  )  
   Charged Party/Respondent ) 
       ) 
and       ) 32-CA-164766   
       )  

,      ) 
   Charging Party  ) 
        )  
 

NOTICE OF WITHDRAWAL OF COUNSEL 
 
 To: the Regional Director, Parties and Attorneys of Record: 

 Please take notice that the undersigned, Noah B. Peters, Esq., of Noah Peters Law, hereby 

withdraws as counsel for Charging Party, , in this matter. 

 

Dated:  August 26, 2019    Respectfully submitted, 
        

/s/ Noah B. Peters  
Noah B. Peters 

       NOAH PETERS LAW 
       1875 Connecticut Ave. N.W. 
       Floor 10 
       Washington, D.C.  20009 
       Tel: (202) 688-3246 

noah@noahpeterslaw.com 

 

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)



From: Kwon, Christy
To:
Cc: Parker, D. Criss; Ventola, Catherine L.; Valencia, Hokulani
Subject: RE: Settlement in Google, 32-CA-164766 (Deadline extended to Sept 6)
Date: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 5:00:00 PM
Attachments: SET.32-CA-164766.Revised Settlement - .pdf

Dear :
I’m attaching the Settlement Agreement that we are asking you to sign by September 6, 2019 or to
file written objections to it by that date.
 
Best Regards,
 
Christy J. Kwon
Regional Attorney
National Labor Relations Board, Region 32
1301 Clay Street, Suite 300N
Oakland, CA 94612
Direct Line: 510-671-3020
Click here to E-FILE documents, charges, and petitions.
 
 

From: Kwon, Christy 
Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 9:31 AM
To: 
Cc: Parker, D. Criss <D.Parker@nlrb.gov>; Ventola, Catherine L. <Catherine.Ventola@nlrb.gov>;
Valencia, Hokulani <Hokulani.Valencia@nlrb.gov>
Subject: RE: Settlement in Google, 32-CA-164766 (Deadline Sept 3)
 
Dear :
You have requested a 1-month extension of time in order to obtain new counsel to represent you int
his case. I have extended your deadline to September 6, 2019.
 
Best Regards,
 
Christy J. Kwon
Regional Attorney
National Labor Relations Board, Region 32
1301 Clay Street, Suite 300N
Oakland, CA 94612
Direct Line: 510-671-3020
Click here to E-FILE documents, charges, and petitions.
 

From: Kwon, Christy 
Sent: Monday, August 26, 2019 5:09 PM
To: 

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)



Cc: Parker, D. Criss <D.Parker@nlrb.gov>; Ventola, Catherine L. <Catherine.Ventola@nlrb.gov>;
Valencia, Hokulani <Hokulani.Valencia@nlrb.gov>
Subject: Settlement in Google, 32-CA-164766 (Deadline Sept 3)
 

Dear 

Enclosed is an informal settlement agreement in this matter that the Charged Party
has signed.  This settlement agreement appears to remedy the violations established by our
investigation and to comport with the remedial provisions of Board orders in cases involving
such violations.

If you wish to join in the settlement, please sign and return the settlement agreement
to this office by close of business on September 3, 2019.

If you decide not to join in this settlement, your objections to the settlement
agreement and any supporting arguments should be submitted in writing to me by September
3, 2019. Your objections and arguments will be carefully considered before a final
determination is made whether to approve the settlement agreement.  If you fail to enter the
settlement agreement or to submit objections by September 3, 2019,  the Regional Director
will approve the settlement agreement on September 4, 2019.

 
Best Regards,
 
Christy J. Kwon
Regional Attorney
National Labor Relations Board, Region 32
1301 Clay Street, Suite 300N
Oakland, CA 94612
Direct Line: 510-671-3020
Click here to E-FILE documents, charges, and petitions.
 

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)



UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 

SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 
 

IN THE MATTER OF  
GOOGLE, INC., A subsidiary of Alphabet, Inc. Case 32-CA-164766 

 
 
Subject to the approval of the Regional Director for the National Labor Relations Board, the Charged Party and 
the Charging Party HEREBY AGREE TO SETTLE THE ABOVE MATTER AS FOLLOWS: 
 
POSTING OF NOTICE — After the Regional Director has approved this Agreement, the Regional Office will 
send copies of the approved Notice to the Charged Party in English and in additional languages if the Regional 
Director decides that it is appropriate to do so.  A responsible official of the Charged Party will then sign and date 
those Notices and immediately post them in a place customarily used by the Charged Party for posting notices to 
employees at its corporate headquarters located at 1600 Amphitheater Parkway in Mountain View, California and 
the Nest Labs headquarters located at 3400 Hillview Avenue in Palo Alto, California.  The Charged Party will 
keep all Notices posted for 60 consecutive days after the initial posting. 
INTRANET POSTING - The Charged Party will also post a copy of the Notice in English and in additional 
languages if the Regional Director decides that it is appropriate to do so, on its intranet (“MOMA”) home 
screen and keep it continuously posted there for 60 consecutive days from the date it was originally posted.  The 
Charged Party will submit a paper copy of the intranet or website posting to the Region’s Compliance Officer at 
paloma.loya@nlrb.gov when it submits the Certification of Posting and provide a screenshot of the home screen 
in the event it is necessary to check the electronic posting. 
COMPLIANCE WITH NOTICE — The Charged Party will comply with all the terms and provisions of said 
Notice. 
NON-ADMISSION CLAUSE – By entering into this Settlement Agreement, the Charged Party does not admit 
that it has violated the National Labor Relations Act or any other law. 
SCOPE OF THE AGREEMENT — This Agreement settles only the allegations in the above-captioned 
case(s), and does not settle any other case(s) or matters.  It does not prevent persons from filing charges, the 
General Counsel from prosecuting complaints, or the Board and the courts from finding violations with respect 
to matters that happened before this Agreement was approved regardless of whether General Counsel knew of 
those matters or could have easily found them out.  The General Counsel reserves the right to use the evidence 
obtained in the investigation and prosecution of the above-captioned case(s) for any relevant purpose in the 
litigation of this or any other case(s), and a judge, the Board and the courts may make findings of fact and/or 
conclusions of law with respect to that evidence.  By approving this Agreement the Regional Director 
withdraws any Complaint(s) and Notice(s) of Hearing previously issued in the above case(s), and the Charged 
Party withdraws any answer(s) filed in response. 

PARTIES TO THE AGREEMENT — If the Charging Party fails or refuses to become a party to this 
Agreement and the Regional Director determines that it will promote the policies of the National Labor 
Relations Act, the Regional Director may approve the settlement agreement and decline to issue or reissue a 
Complaint in this matter.  If that occurs, this Agreement shall be between the Charged Party and the 
undersigned Regional Director.  In that case, a Charging Party may request review of the decision to approve 
the Agreement.  If the General Counsel does not sustain the Regional Director's approval, this Agreement shall 
be null and void. 
 
AUTHORIZATION TO PROVIDE COMPLIANCE INFORMATION AND NOTICES DIRECTLY TO 
CHARGED PARTY — Counsel for the Charged Party authorizes the Regional Office to forward the cover letter 
describing the general expectations and instructions to achieve compliance, a conformed settlement, original 



notices and a certification of posting directly to the Charged Party. If such authorization is granted, Counsel will 
be simultaneously served with a courtesy copy of these documents. 

 
Yes __________  No __________ 

Initials  Initials 

PERFORMANCE — Performance by the Charged Party with the terms and provisions of this Agreement shall 
commence immediately after the Agreement is approved by the Regional Director, or if the Charging Party does 
not enter into this Agreement, performance shall commence immediately upon receipt by the Charged Party of 
notice that no review has been requested or that the General Counsel has sustained the Regional Director. 
The Charged Party agrees that in case of non-compliance with any of the terms of this Settlement Agreement by 
the Charged Party, and after 14 days’ notice from the Regional Director of the National Labor Relations Board 
of such non-compliance without remedy by the Charged Party, the Regional Director will reissue the Amended 
Consolidated Complaint that previously issued on November 11, 2018. 
 
NOTIFICATION OF COMPLIANCE — Each party to this Agreement will notify the Regional Director in 
writing what steps the Charged Party has taken to comply with the Agreement.  This notification shall be given 
within 5 days, and again after 60 days, from the date of the approval of this Agreement.  If the Charging Party 
does not enter into this Agreement, initial notice shall be given within 5 days after notification from the 
Regional Director that the Charging Party did not request review or that the General Counsel sustained the 
Regional Director’s approval of this agreement.  No further action shall be taken in the above captioned case(s) 
provided that the Charged Party complies with the terms and conditions of this Settlement Agreement and 
Notice. 
 

Charged Party  
Google, Inc., A subsidiary of Alphabet 

Charging Party  
 

By:            Name and Title 
 
 
 

Date 
 
 

By:          Name and Title 
 
 
 

Date 
 
 

Print Name and Title below 
 
 
 

Print Name and Title below 
 
 
 

 
Recommended By: 
 
 
D. Criss Parker 
Field Attorney 

Date 
 
 
 

Approved By: 
 
 
VALERIE HARDY-MAHONEY 
Regional Director, Region 32 

Date 
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(To be printed and posted on official Board notice form) 
 

 
FEDERAL LAW GIVES YOU THE RIGHT TO: 

• Form, join, or assist a union; 
• Choose a representative to bargain with us on your behalf; 
• Act together with other employees for your benefit and protection; 
• Choose not to engage in any of these protected activities. 

WE WILL NOT do anything to prevent you from exercising the above rights. 

YOU HAVE THE RIGHT to discuss wages, hours, and working conditions with other 
employees, the press/media, and other third parties, and WE WILL NOT do anything to 
interfere with your exercise of those rights. 
YOU HAVE THE RIGHT to freely bring workplace diversity issues and requests to clarify 
permissible workplace behavior to us on behalf of yourself and other employees and WE WILL 
NOT do anything to interfere with your exercise of that right.  
WE WILL NOT threaten employees because they presented workplace diversity issues to us and 
requested clarifications of permissible workplace behavior. 
WE WILL NOT reprimand, discipline, or issue a final written warning to you because you 
exercise your right to bring to us, on behalf of yourself and other employees, issues and complaints 
regarding your wages, hours, and other terms and conditions of employment. 

WE WILL NOT make it appear to you that we are watching out for your protected concerted 
activities or ask that you report other employees who are engaging in protected concerted activity 
regarding their wages, hours, and working conditions. 

WE WILL NOT threaten you with the loss of your job or other retaliation if you engage in 
protected activity with other employees regarding your wages, hours, and working conditions. 

WE WILL NOT prohibit you from discussing or sharing information relating to your 
performance, salaries, benefits, discipline, training, or any other terms and conditions of your 
employment and WE HAVE rescinded any such rules from our Data Classification Guidelines 
and related Data Security Policy effective November 2016. 
 
WE WILL NOT maintain rules that define “confidential information” to include employee 
information about wages and terms and conditions of employment and WE HAVE rescinded 
sections of our Data Security Policy and our Data Classification Guidelines that arguably used 
such a definition of “confidential information” effective November 2016. 
 
WE WILL NOT prohibit you from talking to the press/media about your terms and conditions of 
employment or require you to obtain prior approval before speaking with the press/media and WE 
HAVE rescinded any such rules in our Appropriate Conduct Policy, the “Interacting with the 
Press” provision in the Employee Communications Policy, and the “Outside Communication and 





From: Chris Baker
To: Kwon, Christy
Cc: Parker, D. Criss; Ventola, Catherine L.; Valencia, Hokulani; Deborah Schwartz
Subject: RE: Settlement in Google, 32-CA-176462 (Deadline Sept 3)
Date: Tuesday, September 3, 2019 7:40:08 PM
Attachments: image001.jpg

2019-09-03 Letter to NLRB re Objections to Settlement (Executed).pdf

Hi Christy:
 
On behalf of the Charging Party represented by my office, please find our objections to the tentative
informal settlement.
 
Chris
 

Chris Baker
Partner
Baker Curtis & Schwartz, P.C.
1 California Street, Suite 1250
San Francisco, CA  94111
cbaker@bakerlp.com
O: 415.433-1064

 
This email may be subject to the attorney client, work product or another privilege.  If this email was
sent to you in error, please delete it.  If the email is subject to a privilege, do not distribute.  
 

From: Kwon, Christy [mailto:Christy.Kwon@nlrb.gov] 
Sent: Monday, August 26, 2019 4:48 PM
To: Chris Baker <cbaker@bakerlp.com>
Cc: Parker, D. Criss <D.Parker@nlrb.gov>; Ventola, Catherine L. <Catherine.Ventola@nlrb.gov>;
Valencia, Hokulani <Hokulani.Valencia@nlrb.gov>
Subject: Settlement in Google, 32-CA-176462 (Deadline Sept 3)
 

Dear Mr. Baker:

Enclosed is an informal settlement agreement in this matter that the Charged Party
has signed.  This settlement agreement appears to remedy the violations established by our
investigation and to comport with the remedial provisions of Board orders in cases involving
such violations.

If you wish to join in the settlement, please sign and return the settlement agreement
to this office by close of business on September 3, 2019.

If you decide not to join in this settlement, your objections to the settlement
agreement and any supporting arguments should be submitted in writing to me by September
3, 2019. Your objections and arguments will be carefully considered before a final
determination is made whether to approve the settlement agreement.  If you fail to enter the



settlement agreement or to submit objections by September 3, 2019,  the Regional Director
will approve the settlement agreement on September 4, 2019.

 
Best Regards,
 
Christy J. Kwon
Regional Attorney
National Labor Relations Board, Region 32
1301 Clay Street, Suite 300N
Oakland, CA 94612
Direct Line: 510-671-3020
Click here to E-FILE documents, charges, and petitions.
 



 
 
 

 
Chris Baker 

1 California Street, Suite 1250 
San Francisco, CA 94111 

tel. (415) 433-1064 
cbaker@bakerlp.com 

www.bakerlp.com 
 

 
September 3, 2019 

Via Email and U.S. Mail 

National Labor Relations Board, Region 32 
c/o Christy J. Kwon 
1301 Clay Street, Suite 300N 
Oakland, CA  94612 
Christy.Kwon@nlrb.gov 
 

RE: Case No. 32-CA-176462 
Objections to Settlement 

 
Dear Ms. Kwon: 
 
 In accordance with your email of August 26, 2019, the Charging Party represented by my 
office objects to the tentative settlement proposed and accepted by Google, Inc. and Nest Labs, 
Inc.  The bases for the Charging Party’s objections include the following: 
  
 A. A Formal Settlement Is Required 
 
 The Board’s regulations state that: “After the issuance of a complaint, the Agency favors 
a formal settlement agreement, which is subject to the approval of the Board in Washington 
DC.”  NLRB Reg. § 101.9(b)(1).  
 
 Given the importance of the subject matter of the complaint, the public’s interest,1 and 
the power and wealth of Respondents, any settlement of the complaint, over the objections of the 
charging parties, must be subject to a formal review and hearing.  Certain allegations of the 
complaint concern systemic discrimination against individuals who are Republicans and/or 
supporters of the current President of the United States because they allegedly disagree with the 

                                                 
1 See, e.g., Nitasha Tiku, “Three Years of Misery Inside Google, The Happiest Company In 
Tech” (Wired Magazine 08.13.19) found at https://www.wired.com/story/inside-google-three-
years-misery-happiest-company-tech/.;  

 
   

  



 
NLRB, Region 32 
September 3, 2019 
Page 2 
 
 
orthodoxy of one of the most powerful corporations in the world.2  This is not a complaint that 
should be resolved in secret, without a hearing, and without the approval or even input of the 
National Labor Relations Board.         
 
 B. The Settlement Is Unenforceable and Beyond the Board’s Jurisdiction  
 
  1. The Limitations of the Board’s Authority  
 
 The NLRB is charged with administering the National Labor Relations Act, and nothing 
more.  Like all executive agencies, it must mind its own jurisdiction.  As explained by the 
Supreme Court: “An agency eager to advance its statutory mission, but without any particular 
interest in or expertise with a second statute, might (as here) seek to diminish the second statute’s 
scope in favor of a more expansive interpretation of its own – effectively bootstrapping itself into 
an area in which it has no jurisdiction.”  Epic Systems Corp. v. Lewis, 138 S.Ct. 1612, 1630 
(2018).  This principle holds true with respect to a potential conflict, not just between the NLRA 
and other federal statutes, but also between the NLRA and state laws.  Federalism matters. 
“[T]he evil Congress was addressing through [the NLRA] was entirely unrelated to local or 
federal regulation establishing minimum terms of employment . . . .  Such regulation provides 
protections to individual union and non-union workers alike, and thus neither encourages nor 
discourages the collective bargaining process that are the subject of the NLRA.”  Fort Halifax 

Packing Co. v. Coyne, 482 U.S. 1, 20-21 (1987)   
 
 The NLRB only has jurisdiction over specified statutory employees.  It does not have 
jurisdiction over, among others, supervisors, managerial employees, or former employees. See 
29 U.S.C. § 152(3); NLRB v. Bell Aerospace Company Division, 416 U.S. 267 (1974).  
Moreover, Section 7 itself also has a limited scope.  It only protects the right of current statutory 
employees to engage (or not engage) in protected, “concerted activities for the purpose of 
collective bargaining or other mutual aid or protection.” 29 U.S.C. § 157.  This “mutual aid or 
protection” language is narrow, and only embraces objects similar in nature to “self-organization, 
forming, joining, or assisting labor organizations, or bargaining collectively.”  Epic Systems, 138 
S.Ct. at 1625.   
 
 Thus, the Board has no jurisdiction, for example, over workplace policies or non-
disclosure agreements that apply to non-statutory employees such as supervisors or executives.  
It also has no jurisdiction over conduct that does not involve protected concerted activity for the 
purpose of mutual aid or protection.  Instead, different federal or state laws apply to such 
conduct.  E.g., 17 CFR 240.21F-17 (prohibiting confidentiality agreements that impede 
individuals from reporting securities law violations); 18 U.S.C. § 1833 (requiring employers to 
inform employees of their right to disclose confidential and trade secret information for the 
purpose of investigating suspected violation of the law); Executive Order 11246, as amended § 

                                                 
2 See, e.g., Tiku, “How President Trump Scooped Me on a Google Story” (Wired Magazine 
08.15.2019) found at https://www.wired.com/story/how-president-trump-scooped-me-google-
story/ 
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203.3 (prohibiting federal contractors from discriminating against employees for disclosing 
information about wages for any purpose); EEOC v. Doherty Enterprises, Inc., 126 F.Supp.3d 
130 (S.D. Fl. 2015) (EEOC challenge to arbitration agreement that infringed employees’ right to 
disclose illegal workplace conduct to the EEOC); Cal. Labor Code § 232.5 (prohibiting 
employers from preventing any employees (not just statutory employees) from disclosing 
information about working conditions for any purpose); Cal. Labor Code § 1102.5 (prohibiting 
employers from adopting or enforcing policies that prohibit any employees from disclosing 
potentially illegal conduct for any purpose); Cal. Gov’t Code s 12964.5 (prohibiting non-
disclosure or non-disparagement agreements that prohibit any employees from disclosing 
potentially illegal conduct for any purpose); Cal. Business Code § 16600 (prohibiting contracts 
in restraint of trade, which include overbroad confidentiality agreements that prevent employees 
from disclosing wage or working condition information for purposes of competition).                
 
 In addition, the Regional Director cannot resolve allegations that were never the subject 
of an unfair labor practice charge.  Echostar Technologies (NLRB Div. Judges) 2012 WL 
4321039 (dismissing charge where Board agent circumvented “Board’s own 
rule against filing the charge by asking the Charging Party to sign off on allegations that she 
simply never made.”)   She also cannot resolve through settlement matters outside the scope of 
the complaint. 
 
 Here, the charging parties unfair labor practice charges were limited to specified policies 
and agreements and properly limited to conduct within the Board’s jurisdiction: The impact of 
those policies and agreements on protected concerted activity.  The complaint issued by the 
Regional Director was similarly limited to protected concerted activity within the meaning of 
Section 7 of the NLRA.  (See Complaint ¶ 10-11).  Moreover, the Complaint was expressly 
limited to specified policies in existence from September 1, 2015 through November 1, 2016, 
and not beyond that time frame.  (Complaint ¶ 6).     
 
 Nevertheless, the proposed informal settlement requires the Respondents to post a notice 
“and comply with all the terms and provisions of said Notice.”  However, the Board cannot 
enforce the terms and provisions of the Notice because: (1) they concerns matters beyond the 
Board’s jurisdiction and (2) they were not the subject of any charge or complaint.  Examples of 
the overbroad and void notice provisions include, but are not limited to: 
 

 The Notice states that federal law gives “YOU” the right to engage in certain conduct 
without defining the term “YOU.”   

 
 In fact, the NLRA does not give all employees Section 7 rights.  It only gives these rights 
to statutory employees covered by the Act.  Thus, to the extent the Settlement purports to give 
non-statutory employees rights, it is unenforceable and void as beyond the NLRB’s jurisdiction.      
 

 The Notice states that “you” have the right to discuss wages, hours, and working 
conditions with other employees, the press/media, and other third parties, and 
Google “will not do anything to interfere with the exercise of those rights.” 



 
NLRB, Region 32 
September 3, 2019 
Page 4 
 
 
 However, only statutory employees have a right under the NLRA to discuss wages, 
hours, and working conditions, and then only for the purpose of engaging in protected concerted 
activity.  Moreover, neither the charges nor the complaint concern such a general, free-floating 
right.  They instead involve specified policies and agreements. Thus, the tentative settlement 
purports to regulate conduct outside the Board’s jurisdiction and outside the scope of the charges 
and complaint.  It is thus void and unenforceable. 
 

 The Notice states Google “will not threaten ‘employees’ because they presented 
workplace diversity issues to Google and requested clarification of permissible 
workplace behavior.      

  
 In fact, the NLRA only applies to statutory employees, not all employees.  Moreover, the 
Board does not have jurisdiction to regulate Google’s behavior in responding to workplace 
diversity issues unless those issues are presented in such a manner that the presentation 
constitutes protected concerted activity.  Thus, the tentative settlement purports to regulate 
conduct outside the Board’s jurisdiction and is void and unenforceable. 
 

 The Notice states that Google will not prohibit “you” from discussing or sharing 
information relating to your performance, benefits, discipline, training or other 
terms and conditions of your employment. 

 
 However, the Board lacks the jurisdiction to regulate employer prohibitions on the 
discussion or sharing of performance, benefits, discipline or training, or any other term and 
condition of employment, unless such discussions or sharing constitute protected concerted 
activity.  It also lacks jurisdiction over non-statutory employees. Thus, the tentative settlement 
purports to regulate conduct outside the Board’s jurisdiction and is void and unenforceable. 
 

 The Notice also states that Google will not maintain rules that define “confidential 
information” to include employee information about wages and terms and 
conditions of employment.   

 
 Again, the NLRA only applies to statutory employees, not all employees.  Moreover, the 
Board lacks the jurisdiction to regulate or enforce prohibitions on rules unless they violate 
Section 7 of the Act, i.e., infringe on protected concerted activity.  Thus, the tentative settlement 
purports to regulate conduct outside the Board’s jurisdiction and is void and unenforceable. 
 

 The Notice states that Google will not prohibit “you” from talking to the 
press/media about your terms and conditions of employment.  It also states that 
Google has rescinded certain provisions in its policies after November 2016. 

  
 The Board lacks the jurisdiction to regulate speaking to the press for reasons unrelated to 
protected concerted activity.  It also lacks the authority to enter into a settlement concerning 
policies in effect after November 2016.  Moreover, and again, the Board lacks the jurisdiction to 
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view of the terms the Employer has agreed to in the attached Settlement Agreement, I have 
determined that it would not effectuate the purposes of the National Labor Relations Act to 
institute further proceedings at this time.  I am, therefore, approving the Settlement Agreement 
and refusing to reissue a complaint in this matter.    

   

Your Right to Appeal: You may appeal my decision to the General Counsel of the 
National Labor Relations Board, through the Office of Appeals.   

Means of Filing: An appeal may be filed electronically, by mail, by delivery service, or 
hand-delivered.  To file electronically using the Agency’s e-filing system, go to our website at 
www.nlrb.gov and: 

1) Click on E-File Documents;  
2) Enter the NLRB Case Number; and, 
3) Follow the detailed instructions.   

Electronic filing is preferred, but you also may use the enclosed Appeal Form, which is 
also available at www.nlrb.gov.  You are encouraged to also submit a complete statement of the 
facts and reasons why you believe my decision was incorrect.  To file an appeal by mail or 
delivery service, address the appeal to the General Counsel at the National Labor Relations 
Board, Attn: Office of Appeals, 1015 Half Street SE, Washington, DC 20570-0001.  Unless 
filed electronically, a copy of the appeal should also be sent to me. 

The appeal MAY NOT be filed by fax or email.  The Office of Appeals will not process 
faxed or emailed appeals. 

Appeal Due Date: The appeal is due on September 23, 2019. If the appeal is filed 
electronically, the transmission of the entire document through the Agency’s website must be 
completed no later than 11:59 p.m. Eastern Time on the due date.  If filing by mail or by 
delivery service an appeal will be found to be timely filed if it is postmarked or given to a 
delivery service no later than September 22, 2019.  If an appeal is postmarked or given to a 
delivery service on the due date, it will be rejected as untimely.  If hand delivered, an appeal 
must be received by the General Counsel in Washington D.C. by 5:00 p.m. Eastern Time on the 
appeal due date.  If an appeal is not submitted in accordance with this paragraph, it will be 
rejected. 

Extension of Time to File Appeal: The General Counsel may allow additional time to 
file the appeal if the Charging Party provides a good reason for doing so and the request for an 
extension of time is received on or before September 23, 2019.  The request may be filed 
electronically through the E-File Documents link on our website www.nlrb.gov, by fax to 
(202)273-4283, by mail, or by delivery service.  The General Counsel will not consider any 
request for an extension of time to file an appeal received after September 23, 2019, even if it is 
postmarked or given to the delivery service before the due date.  Unless filed electronically, 
a copy of the extension of time should also be sent to me. 
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Confidentiality: We will not honor any claim of confidentiality or privilege or any 
limitations on our use of appeal statements or supporting evidence beyond those prescribed by 
the Federal Records Act and the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA).  Thus, we may disclose an 
appeal statement to a party upon request during the processing of the appeal.  If the appeal is 
successful, any statement or material submitted with the appeal may be introduced as evidence at 
a hearing before an administrative law judge.  Because the Federal Records Act requires us to 
keep copies of case handling documents for some years after a case closes, we may be required 
by the FOIA to disclose those documents absent an applicable exemption such as those that 
protect confidential sources, commercial/financial information, or personal privacy interests. 

Very truly yours, 

 

Valerie Hardy-Mahoney 
Regional Director 

Enclosure 

cc: Jenn Blackstone, Senior Counsel 
Google 
1600 Amphitheatre Pkwy 
Mountain View, CA 94043-1351 

 
 

  

Ross H. Friedman, Attorney 
Morgan, Lewis & Bockius LLP 
77 W Wacker Dr Fl 5 
Chicago, IL 60601-1671 

 
 

  

Cameron W. Fox, Attorney 
Paul Hastings, LLP 
515 South Flower Street 
25th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-2228 

 
 

  

Blake Bertagna, Attorney 
Paul Hastings LLP 
515 South Flower Street, 25th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-2228 

 
 

  

J. Al Latham, Attorney At Law 
Paul Hastings, LLP 
515 South Flower Street, 25th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-2201 
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Ankush Dhupar, Attorney 
Paul Hasting LLP 
515 S. Flowers Street 
25th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-2228 

 
 



 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 

 
APPEAL FORM 

 
To:  General Counsel 
 Attn: Office of Appeals 
 National Labor Relations Board 
 1015 Half Street SE 
 Washington, DC 20570-0001 

Date:   

 
 Please be advised that an appeal is hereby taken to the General Counsel of the 
National Labor Relations Board from the action of the Regional Director in approving the 
settlement agreement in 

  
Case Name(s). 
 
 
Case No(s). (If more than one case number, include all case numbers in which appeal is 
taken.) 
 
 
  
 (Signature) 

 
 



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 

REGION 32 
 
 
 

 
GOOGLE, INC.  

and 
 

Case 32-CA-164766  
 

, an Individual 
                       
                       and 
 
GOOGLE INC., AND NEST LABS, INC., A 
SINGLE EMPLOYER 
 

 

and  
 

, an Individual 
Case 32-CA-176462  

 

 
 

ORDER WITHDRAWING CONSOLIDATED COMPLAINT  
 

 
 On January 24, 2019, the March 4, 2019 hearing in this matter was postponed indefinitely 

pending the disposition of the unfair labor practice charge filed in Case 32-CA-231887. 

Subsequent to the resolution of that charge, on September 9, 2019, I unilaterally approved 

Informal Settlement Agreements in resolution of Cases 32-CA-164766 and 32-CA-176462, and 

advised the Charging Parties of their rights to appeal the decision to approve the Settlement 

Agreements unilaterally. 

 

 

 

 

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)



2 
 

Accordingly, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Consolidated Complaint is withdrawn. 

 
 DATED AT Oakland, California this 10th day of September 2019.   
 

 
 

        /s/ Valerie Hardy-Mahoney 
 

Valerie Hardy-Mahoney 
Regional Director 
National Labor Relations Board 
Region 32 
1301 Clay Street, Suite 300N 
Oakland, CA  94612-5224 

 



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 

REGION 32 

 
 
GOOGLE, INC. 
                         
                        and 

, an Individual 

                      and 
 
GOOGLE INC. AND NEST LABS, INC., A 
SINGLE EMPLOYER 
 
                     and 
 

, an Individual 

  
  
  
  
  

Case 
 

32-CA-164766 

 
 
 
 

 
 
  
 

 
 

Case 
 
 
 
 

 
 
32-CA-176462 

Date: September 10, 2019 
 

 
AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE OF ORDER WITHDRAWING CONSOLIDATED COMPLAINT  

 
I, the undersigned employee of the National Labor Relations Board, being duly sworn, depose and say that 

on the date indicated above I served the above-entitled document(s) upon the persons at the addresses and in the 
manner indicated below. Persons listed below under "E-Service" have voluntarily consented to receive service 
electronically, and such service has been effected on the same date indicated above. 

Jenn Blackstone, Senior Counsel 
Google, Inc. 
1600 Amphitheatre Pkwy. 
Mountain View, CA  94043 
VIA REGULAR MAIL 
 

Michael Pfyl, Senior Counsel 
Google, Inc. and Nest Labs, Inc. 
1600 Amphitheatre Pkwy. 
Mountain View, CA  94043 
VIA REGULAR MAIL 
 

Ross H. Friedman 
Morgan Lewis & Bockius, LLP 
77 W Wacker Drive, 5th Floor  
Chicago, IL  60601 
VIA REGULAR MAIL 
 

Cameron W. Fox 
Paul Hastings LLP 
515 South Flower Street, 25th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA  90071 
VIA REGULAR MAIL 

J. Al Latham, Jr.  
Paul Hastings LLP  
515 S Flower Street, 25th Floor  
Los Angeles, CA  90071 
VIA REGULAR MAIL 

Blake Bertagna 
Paul Hastings LLP 
515 South Flower Street, 25th FL 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 
VIA REGULAR MAIL 

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)





















From: Fox, Cameron W.
To: Conterno-Regan, Joan M.
Cc: Loya, Paloma
Subject: RE: 32-CA-176462, Google, Inc. and Nest Labs, Inc;, A Single Employer - Screenshots of MOMA
Date: Thursday, November 14, 2019 3:18:11 PM
Attachments: Screen Shot - MOMA Home Page with NLRB Notice Posting.png

Screen Shot - NLRB Notice Posting - close-up of tile.png

Hi Joan,
              Attached are screenshots taken of the MOMA home page and sent to me by Google.  The first shows the
NLRB notice in the context of the employer’s workplace announcements on the MOMA home page (all are like
“tiles”).  The second is closer-up screenshot showing the tile for the NLRB Notice, which, like all tiles, has a clickable
link to the notice (that is what “go/nlrbnotice” is) and reflects the posting date.  Please let me know if you have any
trouble opening the attachments.
                             Thanks,
                                           Cameron
 
____________________________________________________________________________
Cameron W. Fox | Partner, Employment Law Department 
Paul Hastings LLP | 515 South Flower Street, Twenty-Fifth Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90071 | Direct:
+1.213.683.6301 | Fax: +1.213.996.3301 | 101 California Street, Forty-Eighth Floor, San Francisco, CA
94111| Direct: +1.415.856.7201 | www.paulhastings.com
 
 

******************************************************************************************
This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you received
this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any attachments.
If you reply to this message, Paul Hastings may collect personal information including your name, business name 
and other contact details, and IP address. For more information about Paul Hastings’ information collection, privacy
and security principles please click HERE. If you have any questions, please contact Privacy@paulhastings.com.



     
      

  

     

     

    

      

      
    

     

    

   

   

   

    

       

    
   

       

      

     

   

     

     
   

      

    
    

   

    

    

    

    

      

    
 

  

 



      

    
 

  

 



From: Fox  Cameron W.
To: Conterno-Regan  Joan M.
Cc: Loya  Pa oma
Subject: Re: FW: 32-CA-176462  Goog e  Inc. and Nest Labs  Inc;  A Single Employer - Screenshots of MOMA
Date: Wednesday  November 20  2019 12:29:15 PM
Attachments: mg_ nfo.txt

Hi Joan. Thanks for your email. I am ra eling  so sending you this on my phone  but I can confirm that yes  both pages are there. That s a clickable link at the bottom of the tile that brings up the full notice – both pages.

On No  20  2019  at 9 21 AM  Conterno-Regan  Joan M. <Joan Conterno-Regan@nlrb.go <mailto Joan Conterno-Regan@nlrb.go >> wrote

Good morning Cameron

Thank you for sending the attachments.  I was able to open them  but noticed the Employer posted only one page of the two-page Notice.
Can the Employer erify that pages 1 and 2 are posted on its Intranet?

Thank you
Joan

Joan Conterno-Regan
Compliance Assistant
NLRB – Region 32
510 671-3018

From  Fox  Cameron W. <cameronfox@paulhastings.com<mailto cameronfox@paulhastings com>>
Sent  Thursday  No ember 1  2019 12 18 PM
To  Conterno-Regan  Joan M. <Joan.Conterno-Regan@nlrb go <mailto Joan.Conterno-Regan@nlrb.go >>
Cc  Loya  Paloma <Paloma.Loya@nlrb.go <mailto Paloma.Loya@nlrb.go >>
Subject  RE  32-CA-176 62  Google  Inc. and Nest Labs  Inc  A Single Employer - Screenshots of MOMA

Hi Joan
              Attached are screenshots taken of the MOMA home page and sent to me by Google.  The first shows the NLRB notice in the context of he employer’s workplace announcements on the MOMA home page (all are like “tiles”).  The second is closer-up screenshot showing the tile for the NLRB Notice  which  like a l tiles  has a cl ckable
link to he notice (that s what “go/nlrbnotice” is) and reflects the posting date.  Please let me know if you ha e any trouble opening the attachments.
                             Thanks
                                           Cameron

____________________________________________________________________________
Cameron W. Fox | Partner  Employment Law Department
Paul Hastings LLP | 515 South Flower Street  Twenty-Fifth Floor  Los Angeles  CA 90071 | Direct  1.213.683.6301 | Fax  1.213.996.3301 | 101 California Street  Forty-Eighth Floor  San Francisco  CA 9 111| Direct  1. 15.856.7201 | https //gcc01.safelinks.protection outlook com/?
url=www.paulhastings com&amp data=02%7C01%7C%7Ca93603ec8 bc 50dd27208d76ddf28f0%7C5e 53ed8e338 3bb9075 ed5b8a8caa %7C0%7C0%7C6370986775 8955302&amp sdata=MuW%2BXd%2Bh%2B dF%2Bys5l3po7BnByOaZNDa%2B77d9ZMqBzk %3D&amp reser ed=0<https //gcc01 safelinks.protect on.outlook.com ?
url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.paulhastings.com%2F&amp data=02%7C01%7C%7Ca93603ec8 bc 50dd27208d76ddf28f0%7C5e 53ed8e338 3bb9075 ed5b8a8caa %7C0%7C0%7C6370986775 8965302&amp sdata=LK0E1 5xtj YyWPSrZxMZycS8S7IdRkeJI3%2F 8iWz0%3D&amp reser ed=0>

******************************************************************************************
This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is pri ileged or confiden ial. If you recei ed
this transmission n error  please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any a tachments.
If you reply to this message  Paul Hastings may collect personal information ncluding your name  business name
and other contact details  and IP address. For more information about Paul Hastings’ information collection  pri acy
and security principles please click HERE<https //gcc01.safelinks protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.paulhastings com%2Fglobal-pri acy-
statement&amp data=02%7C01%7C%7Ca93603ec8 bc 50dd27208d76ddf28f0%7C5e 53ed8e338 3bb9075 ed5b8a8caa %7C0%7C0%7C6370986775 8965302&amp sda a=56Rze q ecwiDjAKcZGGR1JhNiSYZujSeUwHzldui7s%3D&amp reser ed=0>. If you ha e any questions  please contact
Pri acy@paulhast ngs.com<mailto pri acy@paulhas ings.com>.

<Screen Shot - MOMA Home Page with NLRB No ice Posting.png>
<Screen Shot - NLRB Notice Posting - close-up of tile.png>



From: Loya, Paloma
To:
Cc: Conterno-Regan, Joan M.
Subject: Google, Inc., Case 32-CA-164766
Date: Monday, December 16, 2019 7:55:03 PM
Attachments: LTR.32-CA-164766.Compliance Pre-Closing Letter to Charging Party.pdf

Dear ,
 
Please see the attached.
 
Thank you,
 
Paloma Loya
Compliance Officer
 
National Labor Relations Board, Region 32
1301 Clay St., Suite 300N
Oakland, CA 94612
Tel. (510) 671-3034
Fax. (510) 637-3315
 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:
OFFICIAL GOVERNMENT BUSINESS

THIS COMMUNICATION IS INTENDED FOR THE SOLE USE OF THE INDIVIDUAL OF ENTITY TO WHICH IT IS ADDRESSED AND
MAY CONTAIN INFORMATION THAT IS PRIVILEGED, CONFIDENTIAL AND EXEMPT FROM DISCLOSURE UNDER APPLICABLE
LAW.  IF THE READER OF THIS COMMUNICATION IS NOT THE INTENDED RECIPIENT OR THE EMPLOYEE OR AGENT
RESPONSIBLE FOR DELIVERING THE MESSAGE TO THE INTENDED RECIPIENT, YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT ANY
DISSEMINATION, DISTRIBUTION, OR COPYING OF THIS COMMUNICATION MAY BE STRICTLY PROHIBITED.  IF YOU HAVE
RECEIVED THIS COMMUNICATION IN ERROR, PLEASE NOTIFY ME IMMEDIATELY BY TELEPHONE CALL, AND RETURN
COMMUNICATION TO ME AT THE ADDRESS ABOVE VIA UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE.  THANK YOU.
 
The NLRB strongly encourages all parties to file documents electronically  through our online E-File system: 

E-File  https://apps.nlrb.gov/eservice/efileterm.aspx

E-File new Charge/Petition https://apps.nlrb.gov/eservice/efileterm.aspx?app=chargeandpetition

 P Please consider the environment before printing this email.

 
 

 
 

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)








